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Current Topics. 


The Land Transfer Commission. 

IN A report contained in the Gloucester Journal of Saturday 
last, of a meeting of the Gloucestershire County Council, of which 
Lord St. ALDWYN is a member, we find some interesting infor- 
mation, both actual and inferential :— 


“A letter was received from the Royal Commission on the Land 
Transfer Acts, inviting the opinion of the county council as to the 


| desirability of exte snding the system of compulsory registraticn of 


title. Lord Sr. ALDWYN, Chairman of the Commission which was 
appointed to inquire into the operation of the Land Transfer Acts, 
said they had taken a large, body of evidence. The Acts did not at 
present extend beyond the County of London, except that there 
might be voluntary registration by owners of property. The Com 
mission desired to ascertain whether any local authorities, county 
councils, and others were anxious for the compulsory registration of 
sales of land throughout the country. They had only had, in 
response to the circular, one offer of evidence—from the County 
Council of the West Riding of Yorkshire. The taking of evidence 
would shortly be closed by the Commission. Sir Joun DorincTon 
said he had already given evidence on his behalf. He considered 
the matter when he was chairman of that council, and he did not 
think that it was desirable to obtain compulsory powers for that 
county. He had registered his own estate, and though there was 
both advantage and disadvantage in the matter, he did not think 
there was any such balance of advantage as would justify compulsion. 
He moved that it was not desirable to take any action. Sir WILLIAM 
MARrLInG seconded, and the proposition was agreed to. Lord Sr. 
ALpwyn said that if no evidence was tendered the Commission 
would assume that there was no desire for a compulsory order.” 


The Public Trustee’s Advertisements. 

WE BELIEVE that the attention of the Law Society has been 
called by a provincial law society to the advertisements issued by 
the Public Trustee, and in particular to the statements contained 
in his recent circular to the Bishops ; and that the matter is under 
the consideration of the Council of the Law Society. 


The Reconstruction of the Lancashire Assizes. 

THE NEWS that arrangements have been made for continuous 
sittings for the trial of causes at Liverpool and Manchester has 
been received with some dissatisfaction by certain members of 
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the Northern circuit. Their objections, stated briefly, amount 
to this : that barristers resorting to these sittings will be com- 
pelled to sever all connection with London and to become practi- 
cally a local bar. 
the year in the trial of causes at Liverpool and Manchester has 
already had the effect of throwing the greater part of the business 
into the hands of those who are residents in Lancashire, and 
longer sittings are calculated to place King’s Counsel in the same 
position. The only comment to be made on these objections is 
that the change was sooner or later inevitable. The increase in 
the population and importance of the great cities of Lancashire 
has made them intolerant of the present system and of what 
they consider an undue preference of the metropolis. This 
feeling, unless we are much mistaken, will soon spread to other 
parts of the United Kingdom. 


The New Rule for Service Out of the Jurisdiction. 


IN CONSEQUENCE of our remarks Jast week on the new rule 
for service out of the jurisdiction (ord. 11, r. 8A), our attention 
has been drawn to an article on the same subject in the current 
month’s number of the Chamber of Commerce Journal. It is there 
stated that it was the London Chamber of Commerce who applied 
for the new rule, in consequence of the decision in Rasch v. 
Wulfert (1904, 1 K. B. 118), in which the Court of Appeal 
decided that a summons to enforce an award could not be served 
out of the jurisdiction. That case followed the previous decision 
as to originating summonses to which we referred, though not by 
name, and, in fact, was concerned with an effort to serve such a 
summons in Germany——one of tbe countries which we called 
foreign-office countries. But the defect of the existing procedure 
in this respect also is of general application to all foreign countries, 
as the writer of the article states ; he is, however, in error in sup 
posing that it was rule 8 of the order which barred the way ; it 
was rule 1, added to the absence of any provision elsewhere in 
the order enabling the service of a summons in any foreign 
country. The facts appearing in the Chamber of Commerce Journal 
in no way dimin‘sb, but rather strengthen, the views we ventured 
to submit ; and we have no objection to the contention of the 
writer, that the commercial world should be represented on the 
Rule Committee. We understand that the new German codes 
owe their excellence largely to the thorough criticism which the 
drafts received at the hands of leading commercial men. 


The Oaths Bill. 

AN EXPERIENCED correspondent, whose letter we print else- 
where, calls attention to the delay and inconvenience in judicial 
proceedings which are likely to be the result of the passing of the 
Uaths Bill now before Parlioment. The Bill provides, by clause 2, 
that ‘any oath may be administered and taken in the form and 
manner following”: that is, the deponent will hold the New Testa- 
ment in his uplifted hand and repeat after the officer administering 
the oath the words: “I swear by Almighty God that,” &c., 
using the ordinary words of the oath. This appears to be only 
permissive, but the clause goes on to provide that “the officer 
shall (unless the person about to take the oath voluntarily objects 
thereto, or is physically incapable of so taking the oath) administer 
the oath in the form and manner aforesaid without question,” with 
a saving for non-Christians. Practically, therefore, the proposed 
new mode of administering the oath will be obligatory, and, as our 
correspondent points out, this will involve a considerable increase 
in the time occupied in swearing witnesses, with consequent 
delay whenever, as is frequently the case, a number of witnesses 
have to be sworn at short intervals. This is a business objection 
to the oath which should be fatal to the Bill. Another objection 
is still stronger, and that is, the irreverence involved in making 
every witness who goes before justices on a petty case, or who 
swears an affidavit before a commissioner, use the name of the 
Deity. It may be bad to have to kiss insanitary Testaments, it is 
worse to call the Almighty Being in aid of every trivial trans- 
action which requires judicial recognition. The true remedy is 
to abolish the oath altogether, or at any rate to reserve it for 
occasions of real solemnity. Before commissioners, and in civil 


courts, and in all ordinary criminal courts, a declaration should be 
sufficient. 





The number of days now occupied during } 





Interest of Judge in Subject-Matter of Litigation. 

AT THE hearing of the action brought by the British South 
Africa Company to determine the alleged rights of the De Beers 
Consolidated Mines (Limited) under certain agreements to the 
diamonds in a large district of Rhodesia, the learned judge, 
SwINFEN Eapy, J., took occasion to observe that he was a share- 
holder, to a small amount, in the plaintiff company. The counsel 
for the defendants took no objection, and the case proceeded. 
The possessions of a judge were in earlier times placed in land or 
Consols, but the area of investment is at the present day widely 
extended, and the chance of a judge being interested in one of 
the companies which appear before him as suitors is largely 
increased. Those who frequented the Courts in Banco at West- 
minster often heard the late Mr. Justice MELLOR announce that 
he was a holder of stock in one of the principal railway companies 
which was a party to the proceedings, and that he should take no 
part in the case. In the well-known case of Simes v. Grand 
Junction Canal Co. (3 H. L. Cas. 759), where a Lord 
Chancellor (Lord CorrENHAM) had granted relief sought by a 
company in which he was a shareholder, it was held that his 
lordship was disqualified on the ground of interest from sitting 
as judge in the cause, and that his decree must be reversed. The 
order of the Chancellor was, however, voidable and not void, and 
the objection to his interest might have been waived at the 
hearing of the cause, 


The Appointment of Magistrates. 

THE APPOINTMENT of justices of the peace is a perennial source 
of political dissatisfaction, and while it may be assumed to be an 
easy and pleasant task to Lord Chancellors of one political type, 
it must be quite the reverse to those of the opposite side. Lord 
HERSCHELL set himself to deal with it impartially aud methodi- 
cally, but the time at his disposal was too short for any real 
effect to be produced, and Lord Lorepurn bas been criticiz d 
because he has not sufficiently recognized the claims of bis own 
party. Such criticism is, of course, a high tribute to anyone who 
is concerned in the administration of justice, but even if the 
critics had the management of the appointments they would pro- 
bably find serious practical difficulties in obliterating the prepon- 
derance of one political party. In the nature of things magis- 
trates come from the classes which have a certain amount of 
leisure, and, in country districts, these classes are, it is well 
known, chiefly on one side in politics. This, we take it, is the 
main fact on which rests the disproportionate representation of 
that side on the magisterial bench. It is quite possible, however, 
that the existing mode of selection has tended to emphasize the 
disparity, and the whole matter has now been referred to a 
Royal Commission, of which Lord JAMES of HEREFORD is to be 
the chairman. The inquiry is to be “whether any and what 
steps should be taken to facilitate the selection of the most suit- 
able persons to te justices of the peace irrespective of creed and 
political opinion.” Magisterial capacity, of course, has nothing 
to do with either of these matters, and they should not influence 
magisterial appointments. But it remains to be seen whether 
the Commission can overcome the natural difficulty in the wey 
of equality of representation to which we have referred. 


The Divorce Commission. 

THE RECENT report of Lord GorELL’s Committee on County 
Court Procedure made out a strong case for facilitating the hear- 
ing of divorce cases by cheapening the procedure and allowing 
such cases to be taken in the provinces, while the debate in the 
House of Lords last July on Lord GORELL’s motion for giving 
effect to the scheme revealed the perennial difference of opinion 
as to permitting any relaxation of the finality of the marriage 
contract. The present position of affairs has the appearance of 
allowing one law for the rich and another for the poor, and after 
the criticisms which have been made upon it, it could hardly be 
allowed to continue unquestioned. The Government have there- 
fore taken a wise step in referring the matter to a Royal Commis- 
mission, the personnel of which ensures that the matter will have 
complete consideration, though we regret to see no solicitor 
among the members. Lord GORELL is himself very appro- 
priately appointed chairman, and the ecclesiastical position is 
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represented by the Archbishop of YorK and the Dean of Arches. 
County court judges have a representative in Judge TINDAL 
ATKINSON, and stipendiary magistrates in Mr. BRIERLEY, the 
stipendiary of Manchester ; while two ladies are included in the 
Commission, The terms of reference make special mention of 
the position of the poorer classes in regard to the administration 
of the law of divorce and separation orders, and of the subject of 
the publication of reports of such cases ; and the Commissioners 
are empowered to make an interim report with a view to the 
redress of any hardship from which the poorer classes suffer 
under the existing law and its administration. It is not easy, 
perhaps, to see how any such interim report could be effective, 
since redress, if required, must apparently involve a fundamental 
change in existing procedure, and this could only be founded on 
a complete report. But the inquiries of the Commission can 
hardly fail to have important results. 


Verbal Agreements as to Costs. 


THE SPECULATIVE undertaking of an action by a solicitor on 
the principle of “ nocure, no pay,” is doubtless to be discouraged, 
and the decision of DARLING, J., in Gundry v. Sainslury (reported 
elsewhere) may be expected to have this effect ; but if it stands, it 
will also check the giving of gratuitous legal assistance in a 
necessitous case, and, apart from the doubt as to its soundness, 
the balance of convenience would seem to be against the deci- 
sion. Under section 4 of the Attorneys and Solicitors Act, 1870 
(33 & 34 Vict. ¢. 28), a solicitor may make an agreement in 
writing with his client for payment of his costs of litigation in a 
special manner, and either at the same or at a greater or less rate 
as or than the rate at which he would otherwise be entitled to be 
remunerated, In Clare v. Joseph (1907, 2 K. B. 369), it was 
held, adopting Jennings v. Johnson (L. R. 8 C. P. 425), that 
this did not require the agreement to be in writing if it was 
set up by the client, and that the client could set up a verbal 
agreement that no costs were to be paid unless he was success- 
ful. But both these cases were between the client and his 
solicitor. The present case arose betwecn the client, the 
plaintiff in the action, and-the defendant, and_ related 
to the payment of costs by the unsuccessful defendant 
to the plaintiff. This question depends on section 5 of the 
above statute, according to which “such an agreement” is 
not to affect the amount of costs recoverable from the client, or 
payable to the client, by any other person; but there is a pro- 
viso that the client shall not be entitled to recover more than the 
amount payable by him to his own solicitor under the agree- 
ment, The question is whether this section in speaking of “ such 
an agreement ” refers to an “agreement in writing,” or generally 
to special agreements as to costs which, if the client is enforcing 
them, may be verbal. This was not raised in Clare v. Joseph 
(supra), nor does it appear to have been dealt with in the judg- 
ment in the present case. But it seems fairly obvious that the 
words refer to an agreement in writing, and that section 5 with 
its proviso does not apply where the agreement is verbal. In 
this respect the correctness of the decision is questionable. 


Collection of Taxes in Anticipation of Act 





Creating Them, 

WE REFERRED last week to the refusal of Mr. Conen, K.C., 
who presided at the Moot of the Law Society's students, to give 
judgment on the question how far the collection of taxes on the 
strength of a resolution of the House of Commons only was | 
legal. It is stated in May’s Parliamentary Practice that an | 
anticipatory authority is imparted by usage to the resolutions of | 
the Committee of Ways and Means which impose or alter 
taxation. Under orders from the Treasury, although statutory 
legal effect may not for some time be given to these resolutions, 
the reduced or the increased duties are collected from the date 
prescribed in the resolutions as soon as they are agreed to by 
the committee, and from the day following that upon which they 
are agreed to by the committee, when no date is specified in the 
resolution. These proceedings are for the time without legal 
authority, but they are subsequently legalized by the statute | 
under which these altered duties are levied. This practice, as is | 
well known, is in the interests of the trading community, as 





otherwise speculation would take place and commodities would 
be passed free and held for the benefit of the importers, who 
would charge the duties, so that some persons would be placed 
at an advantage over others. Another question reserved by 
Mr. CoHEN was whether an action would lie against an official 
who had deducted taxes from a periodical payment under a 
resolution of Parliament which was not afterwards embodied in 
an Act ; and this question is of immediate interest in the event 
of the rejection of Mr. LLoyp GrorGr’s Budget by the House 
of Lords. It might be assumed that the Government in such 
circumstances would repay the amount so deducted, but in the 
recent ‘case of Whiteley v. Burns (1908, 1 K. B. 705), where 
judgment was given against the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue on the question whether a tax wes payable in respect of 
certain persons as “ male servants,” the Crown refused to repay 
the amount of the tax and successfully resisted a petition of 
right. The inconvenience of returning small sums of money to 
the whole body of taxpayers would be great, and the difficulty 
might possibly be removed by an Act of indemnity discharging 
the Government and their officers from all actions in respect of 
the money collected without legal authority, and giving credit to 
the taxpayers in respect of any such overpayments in the 
amounts to be subsequently demanded from them, 


Irredeemable Debenture Stock, 


AN INTERESTING decision on the conversion of redeemable 
into irredeemable debenture stock has been given by Eve, J., in 
Re Joseph Stocks & Co. (Limited) (reported elsewhere). The 
right of redemption is, by a fundamental principle of equity, 
incidental to a mortgage, and it is familiar that no clog 
may be placed upon it. Hence primdé facie irredeemable deben- 
ture stock, if charged upon the property of a company, involves 
a violation of principle. ‘In Samuel v. Jarrah Timber Corporation 
(1904, A. C. 323), where the rule as to the clog on the equity 
of redemption was held to operate in favour of a company, Lord 
LINDLEY got over the difficulty by saying that irredeemable 
debenture stock was not a mortgage at all. ‘“ Debenture stock,” 
he said, “is usually a sum of money charged on tte assets of 
the company issuing it. It may be redeemable or irredeem- 
able, in which case it is not a mortgage at all. Put whether 
redeemable or irredeemable, it is capable of being made a 
security for money lent upon it.” A mortgage in the ordinary 
sense appears not to be created by the issue of irredeemable 
stock, because no day is fixed for payment, and hence the 
usual event which gives rise to the equity of redemption 
does not occur—namely, the passing of the fixed day without 
payment. But the technieal objection was removed by section 
14 of the Companies Act, 1907 (section 103 of the Act of 1908). 
Although, however, no day is fixed for payment and the 
debenture isin form perpetual, a right of redemption may be 
expressly reserved. Jn the absence of such reservation, then 
the debenture is perpetual and irredeemable. In the present 
case of Te Joseph Stocks (Limited) (supra) the question was raised 
whether the conversion of redeemable into irredeemable deben- 
ture stock was a “ modification” of the rights of the debenture- 
holders in respect of which a majority could bind a minority 
under the usual clause, permitting modification of rights. Under 
the debenture trust deed, the stock was to be redeemed at a 
fixed date ; so that there was at that date the liability to pay 
and the right to redeem. By a resolution duly passed under the 
modification clause, it was resolved that the stock should be 
made irredeemable. It was held by the learned judge that this 
not only deprived the company of the right to redeem, but also 
deprived the debenture holders of the right to require payment on 
the fixed date, This, although a fundamental change in their 
rights, was no more than a “ modification” within the meaning of 
the clause, and consequently it was effectually sanctioned by the 


' resolution in question. 


Damages for Delay in Payment of Wages. 

A CASE OF novelty was heard by the Southend County Court 
on the 16th of October. The plaintiff,a labourer, brought his action 
ayainst the Southend Corporation for wages alleged to be due to 
him in respect of the time during which he was compelled to wait 
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before he received the amount of wages admitted to be due to 
him. The plaintiff had been temporarily employed by the 
defendants in January last to clean away snow from tbe streets, 
and had been kept waiting three hours and a-half before he was 
paid for the work which he had performed. The judge dismissed 
the case, on the ground that no evidence had betn brought to 
prove the existence of any custom that a workman was entitled 
to charge for the time occupied by him while waiting for payment 
of his wages, and we do not doubt this decision was correct. But 
the case was substantially a claim for damages for the detention 
of a debt, and it is well settled that damages in debt are in 
general merely nominal for its detention, and when the plaintiff 
has actually received payment of the debt, he cannot afterwards 
commence an action for those damages. Delay in the payment 
of adebt may often be a grievous hardship to the creditor, but 
the courts have refused to allow interest as damages resulting 
from the non-payment, where there was no contract to pay 
interest, express or implied. If it were allowed in one instance, 
why not in another? Every creditor to whom money is due and 
not paid sustains a damage by reason of the detention of his 
debt in being deprived of the use of his money. 


Rating Without Representation, 


ATTENTION HAS been repeatedly called to the fact that, while 
mercantile and other corporations and companies are in some 
districts of a borough by far the largest ratepayers, they are 
disabled from taking any part in the local administration. A 
resolution was recently passed by the Associstion of Municipal 
Corporations to the effect that it was desirable that corporations 
or companies, in occupation, as owners or tenants, of premises of 
a yearly value of not less than £10, should be entitled to have 
one of their officers entered on the register of electors as owner 
or occupier, so that he would be qualified to vote in the election 
of a local body and to offer himself as a candidate for election to 
a municipal office. It was stated that nearly one-fourth in value 
of the rateable hereditaments in Manchester had no representation 
in the list of voters, being occupied by corporations, and that in one 
ward nearly one-half of the rateable value had no voice in the 
disbursement of the money which it contributed to the rates. 
We believe that a similar instance could be found in the City of 
London. The older views of a corporation afford little support 
to any claim to parliamentary or local suffrage, but the extra- 
ordinary development of these artificial persons during the last 





The Heavy Hand of the Law. 

THE SENTENCE of nine months’ imprisonment for misappropria- 
tion of client’s funds, passed upon an Edinburgh solicitor to the 
Supreme Court, of the age of eighty years—who, it was proved, 
for long had been suffering from two or three painful complaints, 
and whose mind had apparently become hopelessly confused—at 
first sight, and without any knowledge of the case other than the 
newspaper report, strikes one as almost shocking. Nine months’ 
imprisonment is in his case probably equivalent to sentence of 
early death, preceded by suffering in a prison hospital the torments 
of disease without any of the alleviations which might be 
afforded ina home. It must be assumed that the learned judge 
did not believe that the old man, at the time of his frauds in 
1906 and 1908, was incapable of understanding the nature of his 
acts; hence he must be punished. No doubt, also, in the nature 
of things, the same penalty operates very differently in the case 
of prisoners in different stations of life. This cannot be obviated. 
But we have never understood that no allowance is to be made 
for the prisoner’s physical condition ; and, indeed, the learned 
judge in sentencing the prisoner admitted that his advanced age 
was a ground for mitigating the penalty, and the question occurs 
whether this mitigation might not have been carried further. 


Serjeants’ Inn. 

THE BUILDINGS known as Serjeants’-inn, Chancery-lane, are 
now in the hands of the housebreakers, and the work of demoli 
tion will soon be completed. The offices and chambers which are 
to take their place will probably be better lighted and more 
commodious than rooms erected in an age which was in no way 
remarkable for comfort or good taste. But the nuisance from noisy 
traffic which affects Chancery-lane equally with most thorough- 
fares in London, although deadened by the wood pavement, 
is probably greater than in the days of King William the Fourth, 
and the rent of the new offices will probably be much greater 
than similar premises would have commanded before the com- 
pletion of the Law Courts. 


The Longevity of Solicitors’ Firms. 

WE ARE glad to learn that this subject is occupying the atten- 
tion of a department of the Law Society, and that we may hope 
for the collection of statistics with regard to it. In the meantime 
our readers may help by sending us any instances of remarkable 
longevity. We have this week to chronicle a very interesting 
and novel instance, not only of longevity of a firm, but of its 


century may lead to changes in their constitution which were | continuance exclusively in one family—giving a new meaning to 


beyond the imagination of our ancestors. 


Criminal Prosecutions in 


Scotland. 


England and 


Ir 1s stated that the first criminal prosecution at the instance 
of a private individual for 300 years in Scotland has recently been 
heard and determined in the High Court of Justiciary in Edin- 
burgh, the Lord Advocate not having concurred in the proceeding. 
The right to prosecute for a crime is vested by the law of Scot- 
land either in the party injured or in the Lord Advocate. But 
the Lord Advocate is the only prosecutor for the public interest, 
and in order to support the private interest the party must be 
able to shew some substantial and peculiar interest in the issue 
of the trials and not a mere remote interest as a member of the 
community, or even as a member of a portion or class of it 
which has been particularly injured. The Scottish procedure is 
analogous to that of France and the leading Continental States 
by which prosecutions having punishment for their object can be 
instituted only by public authority, though a person injured by 
the crime may join in the prosecution for the purpose of obtaining 
compensation. Things are managed differently in England, 
where, as a general rule, every private person has the same right 
to institute a criminal prosecution as the Attorney-General, As 
was said by one of the English judges, A. may prosecute B. for a 
libel upon C., or an assault upon D., or a fraud upon E., though 
A. may have no sort of interest in the matter, and C., D., and ‘E. 
mav be altogether averse to the prosecution. The liability to an 


action for malicious prosecution is, however, a salutary check on 
Vexatious prosecutions. 








the phrase “ family solicitor.” The firm of Messrs. H. F. & E. 
Chester, of 86, Newington Butts, 8.E., was originally founded by 
the then Mr. HENRY CHESTER in the year 1783, and has since 
heen continuously carried on for 126 years by members of the 
Chester family. Can any instance be found to parallel this ? 





Settled Chattels. 


In Pe Lord Chesham’s Settlement (1909, 2 Ch. 329) a mansion 
house and lands were settled to the use of the third Baron 
CHESHAM during his life, with remainder to his sons successively 
in tail male, and certain chattels were vested in trustees upon 
trust, so far as the rules of law and equity would allow, to 
permit the same to be used, held and enjoyed by the person 
who for the time being should be entitled to the mansion house 
under the limitations of the settlement, “ yet so that for the 
effect of transmission the same shall not vest absolutely in any 
person hereby made tenant in tail male or in tail by purchase 
who shall not attain the age of twenty-one years, but who never- 
theless shall be entitled to the use and benefit thereof during 
minority.” The second Baron CHESHAM died in 1882 ; the third 
Baron had two sons, the elder of whom died, intestate and 
unmarried, in 1900, shortly after attaining his majority. The 
younger son was born in 1894, and on the death of his father, 
the third Baron, in 1907, became the fourth Baron CHESHAM 
and tenant in tail male in possession of the mansion house and 
estates. Even, J., held that the chattels vested in the elder son 
of the third Baron. The Court of Appeal, followin the construc- 
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tion placed upon the settlement by Cuitty, J. (on a question of 
election), in Re Lord Chesham (31 Ch. D. 466), held that the 
testator had shewn an intention that the chattels should be 
annexed to the house and should not vest in a tenant in tail 
unless he became tenant in possession ; the court accordingly 
decided that the heirlooms belonged to the infant tenant in tail, 
subject to being divested in the event of his dying under age. 

The decision has caused some surprise, because it runs counter 
to a doctrine which has hitherto been regarded as clearly estab- 
lished. Where a settlement contains a declaration that chattels 
are to be held and enjoyed by the persons from time to time 
entitled to the possession of the settled real estate, they vest in 
the first tenant for life on his birth. “ Otherwise the absurdity 
must happen of the personal estate being tied up longer than 
the real” (per Lord Comm. AsHuRST in Foley v. Burnell, 1 
Br. C. C., at p. 285). “ Doubtful words tending to restrict the 
interest in the chattels to those who come into possession of the 
real estate will not overrule the operation of the general canons 
of construction, or have the effect of suspending the interest 
until the time when possession of the realty is obtained” (per 
Woop, V.C., in Scarsdale v. Curzon, 1 J, & H., at p. 51). And 
where a proviso is added that the chattels are not to vest in any 
tenant in tail by purchase unless he attains twenty-one, then if 
the tenant in tail attains twenty-one while his estate is in 
remainder, he becomes absolutely entitled to the chattels, subject 
to the interest of the tenant for life. If it is desired to post- 
pone the vesting until the tenant in tail comes into possession, 
clear words to that effect must be used ; Potts v. Potts (3 J. & Lat. 
353, 1 H. L. C. 671), Cox v. Sutton (25 L. J. Ch. 845), 
Scarsdale v. Curzon (1 J. & H. 40), Re Fothergill’s Estate (1903, 1 
Ch. 149). Both rules are illustrated by Re Angerstein (1895, 2 
Ch. 883); in that case testator A. bequeathed chattels as heir- 
looms to be used and enjoyed by the person for the time being 
entitled to “the actual possession” of the settled estates: 
testator B. bequeathed chattels as heirlooms to be held and 
enjoyed by the person for the time being “‘ entitled in possession ” 
to a certain mansion house. It was held by Kekewicu, J., 
that a tenant in tail in remainder, who attained twenty-one and 
died in the lifetime of the tenant for life, became absolutely 
entitled to the chattels under the will of testator B., but that he 
did not become entitled to the chattels under the will of testator 
A. The question under the will of testator B. (not referred to in 
the headnote) was considered so clear that it was not seriously 
argued. 

The view of the Court of Appeal in Re Lord Chesham’s Settle- 
ment (supra) was that the chattels were “ in effect ” annexed to the 
house, but there was no such declaration in the settlement, while 
in Foley v. Burnell the chattels were “to be held and enjoyed by 
the several persons who from time to time should respectively 
and successively be entitled to the use and possession of the 
same houses respectively, as and in the nature of heirlooms, to be 
annexed and go along with such houses respectively for ever ” ; 
yet it was held by the House of Lords that they vested absolutely 
in a tenant in tail in remainder who died fourteen days after his 
birth. And in Martelli v. Holloway (L. R. 5 H. L. 532), where 
no person was to be entitled to the personal estate unless he 
became entitled to an estate tailin possession in the real estate, 
all the learned lords thought (though the point had become 
immaterial, owing to the death of the tenant for life) that the 
case fell within the doctrine of Foley v. Burnell, and that the 
personal estate had vested absolutely in the tenant in tail in 
remainder. In the face of these authorities it is difficult to sup- 
port the decision in te Lord Chesham’s Settlement. In that case, 
it is true, the settlement was by deed, but this clearly makes no 
difference : see Scarsdale v. Curzon (supra). 

The decision will, it is feared, cause considerable practical 
inconvenience. The object of the forms in ordinary use for 
settling chattels as heirlooms is to provide for the case of most 
frequent occurrence—namely, that of the first tenant in tail attain- 
ing majority during his father’s lifetime, and joining with him 
in a resettlement of the estate and the chattels. This would be 
impossible if the chattels were not to vest in the tenant in tail 
until he came intv possession. One of the forms frequently used 


permit the chattels “ to devolve and be enjoyed as heirlooms with 
the freehold hereditaments hereby settled,” and provides in the 
usual way for the case of a tenant in tail by purchase dying 
under twenty-one (Key & Elphins. Conv. (4th ed.), vol. 2, p. 696). 
In Le Lord Chesham’s Settlement the trust was to permit the 
chattels ‘to be used, held and enjoyed with the mansion house 
called L. by the person or persons who for the time being shall 
be entitled to the said mansion house under the limitations thereof 
herein contained.” | Now the chattels which are the subject of 
a trust of this kind are almost invariably articles of furniture, 
plate, works of art, &c., which can only be “ enjoyed” with a 
dwelling house, and it is therefore practically impossible to draw 
any distinction between the form used by Mr. Kry, and the form 
used by the draftsman of Lord CHESHAM’s settlement. If the 
reasoning of the Court of Appeal is correct, it follows that under 
a trust in Mr. Kry’s form, the chattels do not vest in a tenant in 
tail in remainder on his attaining twenty-one. Yet Mr. Kry’s 
form was deliberately framed in reliance on the doctrine of Foley 
v. Burnell, in order that the chattels might so vest (see Davidson’s 
Prec. vol. 3, pt. 1, pp. 600, 626; Mr. Kry was one of the 
editors of this volume), and it has been largely used. 

In recent years more elaborate forms of heirloom-trusts have 
come into use, designed with the double object of preventing the 
chattels from vesting absolutely in a tenant in tail in remainder, 
and of allowing a re-settlement to be made as soon as he attains 
twenty-one. Attempts of this kind were made forty or fifty years 
ago, but they were discouraged by Messrs. DAVIDSON, WALEY and 
Kry. ‘Those eminent conveyancers inclined to the opinion “ that 
the inconvenience arising from the risk that the chattels may 
vest absolutely in a tenant in tail in remainder is not sufficiently 
considerable to render it advisable to resort to a wholly new and 
experimental mode of settling the chattels ” (Davids. Prec., vol. 3, 
pt. 1, p. 626n). The “risk ” happened in Lord CHESHAM’s case, 
and the result of applying the rule in Foley v. Burnell would no 
doubt have been inconvenient. Whether the arguinentum ab in- 
convenienti justifies the decision may perhaps be doubted. 

C. S. 








Duplication of Shares. 


THE recent case of Platt v. Rowe (Times, 29th ult.), before 
SwInFEN Eapy, J., depended in one view upon the well-settled 
rule that a certificate of shares issued by a company raises no 
estoppel against the company except in favour of a person who 
has acted on it, and hence if he has relied 6n a transfer which is 
in fact ineffectual to pass the shares purported to be comprised in 
it, he has no remedy against the company, either directly, or 
indirectly by estoppel on the ground that the company has 
registered the transfer and issued to him a certificate. The 
effect of a certificate in raising an estoppel when a person has 
acted upon it was settled by Re Bahia’ and San Francisco Railway 
Oo. (L, R. 3 Q. B. 584), which has ever since been the leading case 
on the subject. The power of granting certificates, said Cock- 
BURN, C.J., there, is to give shareholders the opportunity of more 
easily dealing with their shares in the market, and to afford facilities 
to them for selling their shares by at once shewing a marketable 
title. ‘ Itisa declaration by the company to all the world that 
the person in whose name the certificate is made out, and to 
whom it is given, is a shareholder in the company, and it is 
given by the company with the intention that it shall be so used 
by the person to whom it is given, and acted upon in the sale and 
transfer of shares.” Consequently, the matter is within the prin- 
ciple of Pickard y. Sears (6 A. & E. 469) that, “if you make a 
representation with the intention that it shall be acted upon by 
another, and he does £0, you are estopped from denying the truth 
of what you represented to be a fact.” Accordingly, if the 
company are unable to make good the representation contained 
in the certificate, the person who has taken a transfer in 
reliance on it is entitled to recover from them the value of the 
shares: Simms v. Anglo-American Telegraph Co. (5 Q. B. D., p. 
193); Ottos Kopje Diamond Mines (1893, 1 Ch. 618). This 
assumes that the certificate has been regularly issued by the 





was approved by the late Mr. Kry: it requires the trustees to 





company. If it has been fraudulently issued by the secretary 
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it is not binding on them: R& sub n v. Great Fingall Consolidated | completion the company accepted the transfers, and issued to the 


(1906, A. C. 439). A fraudulent certificate, such as was set up in 
that case, Lord j Mini nce pointed out, could not of itself 


give rise to any right, or bind or affect the company in any way. 


It was not the company’s deed, and there was nothing to pre- | 


vent the company from saying so. 

But the effect which has thus been allowed to certificates has 
been denied to the process known as certification of shares, which is 
a statement indorsed on a transfer, and signed by the secretary or 
other officer, that the certificates of the shares in question have 
been lodged with the company. In bishop v. Palkis Consolidated 
Co. (25 Q. B. D. 572) it was held by the Court of Appeal 
that the certifying of transfers was within the scope of the 
secretary’s duties, and that the certificate raised an estoppel against 
the company. The certification, said LINDLEY, L.J., h: aving 
been given by the proper officer of the company in the ordinary 
way of business, was binding on the company, and the company 
were estopped from denying the truth of the facts certified. At 
the same time the estoppel did not secure a victory for the plain- 


tiff, since the company, although estopped from denying the | 
statement in the secretary’s indorsement, were not estopped from | 


shewing that the transferor had no title to transfer the shares. 
And in George Whitechurch (Limited) VV. Cavanagh ( 1902, A. C. 117) 
the House of Lords went further, and held that the certification 
raised no estoppel at all. “In permitting its secretary,” said 
Lord MACNAGHTEN, “ to certify transfers, it cannot be supposed 
that the company authorizes the secre tary to do more than give a 
receipt for certificates which are actually lodged in the office. 
I cannot think that a company is estopped by the certification of 
its secretary if he gives a receipt or acknowledgment for certifi- 
cates which have not been lodged with him.” 

In the present case of Platt v. Rowe (supra) irregularities had 


occurred in the dealings with shares of the Joint Stock Trust and | 


Finance Corporation (Limited). The nominal capital was £500,000, 
divided into 2,000,000 shares of 5s. each. All of these had been 
issued. The plaintiff had bought 13,000 shares, as to 12,800 
through Messrs. ALLEN & Co. as brokers, and to 200 
through a Manchester broker. He paid the brokers and obtained 
from them transfers of the shares, stating the denoting numbers 
and executed by one C. E. Lewis as transferor. A question was 
raised whether Messrs. ALLEN & Co. acted as brokers only, 
or as principals, since it appeared that they were remunerated 
by retaining a profit on the purchase of the shares and not by the 
usual brokerage. But the ies arned judge held that this special 
mode of remuneration was rot incompatible with their position as 
brokers, and that the bought notes, which were otherwise in 
the usual form, sufficiently shewed that they were brokers: cf. 
Johnson v. Kearley (1908, 2 K. B. 514). , 
This point being out of the way, the plaintiff was in direct 
contractual relationship, through the brokers and jobbers, with 
the actual vendors of the shares, Messrs. CHAPMAN & Rowe, who 
were the first defendants. The . rs had been also joined as 
defendants, but SWINFEN EApy, J., held that, as against them, the 
plaintiff had no case. The law, he s said, with regard to the e ffect 
of dealings on the Stock Exc hange is thus laid down in Bowring 
v. Shepherd (L. R. 6 Q. B., p. 323) (which was a judgment 
of the Exchequer Chamber) : substantial effect of all 


as 


“ The 
the decisions, as applicable to all these an is that, when 
the dealings of all the parties are complete, by the giving in of 
the names of the ultimate buyer and the ultimate seller, and the 
acceptance by them respectively of the persons so named, the 
original contractor, the jobber, is discharged, and a contract of 
sale and purchase arises between the ultimate buyer and the 
ultimate seller capable of being enforced both at law and in equity. 
And Montacur Smitu, J., in his judgment at p. 327, Says : 
“The rules of the Stock Exchange are merely machinery for 
bringing the two parties together.” Consequently, the jobbers 
were not parties to the contract as finally effected, and the 
liabilities in regard to it had to be determined pars ly between the 
purchaser and the ultimate vendors. 


The actual transferor was a clerk in the employment of the 


| Cambridge, where ‘he was senior optime in 1868. 


' Hunter & 





vendors, and prior to the completion of the matter the transfers | 


were certified; that is, the secretary of the company indorsed them 
in the usual way that the certificates had been lodged. After 








| plaintiff a fresh certificate for the shares. In fact, the shares 
| had been duplicated—in some cases more than once—and at the 
| time of the sale and transfer to the plaintiff they belonged 
to third parties, Consequently the vendors and their clerk 
| had no title to transfer the shares, and the learned judge held 
| that this defect in the title conferred on the purchaser 
was not cured either by the certification of his transfer or by the 
| fact that the company had issued to him a new certificate. The 
certification, as already mentioned, raised no estoppel against 
the company, nor did the new certificate, since the purchaser had 
not acted on it. He had acted on the invalid transfers. Hence 
| the vendors were unable to rebut bis claim against them on the 
ground that his proper remedy was against the company, and 
SWINFEN Eapy, J., held that there was a failure of consideration 
and that they were liable to return the purchase-money. The 
particular danger in dealing with shares which the case discloses 
is, it may be remarked, of very rare occurrence, since registers of 
shares are far too carefully kept to permit of the possibility 
of duplication. 


The late Mr. H. E. Gribble. 


DeatH has been busy of late with prominent solicitors. We have 
recently had to chronicle the loss of Mr. BuyrH and Mr. Inskrp, and 
| now we record, with much regret, the death, on Sunday last, of Mr. 
GRIBBLE, at the age of 64 years. He had, we believe, been ill and 
absent from work for some considerable time, and never rallied from 
a severe operation. 
He was a son of Captain Henry Grips e, of the Hon. East India 
Company’s service, and was educated at Harrow and Trinity College, 
In that year he 
was articled to Mr. PATERSON, of the firm of Paterson, Snow & 
Co. He was admitted in 1871, and for four years, from 1873 
to 1877, he had an excellent training as managing cle rk to Messrs. 
Haynes. In 1878 he joined the firm ‘of ‘Torr & Co. , and 
et years afterward became senior partner in that firm and the 
firm of Gribble, Oddie, Sine lair, & Johnson. 

He was always intere ate d in matters affecting his profession, and 
long before he was elected to the Council of the Law Society he 
read papers at the society’s Provincial meetings. Of these the most 
notable were probably a paper on the Public Trustee Bills, then before 
Parliament, read at the Leeds meeting in 1889, and a paper on the 
Working of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, read at the Plymouth meeting 





in 1891. He also served on a committee of the society appointed in 
1881 to consider legal procedure, and on a subsequent committee to 


consider the working of the Judicature Acts and Rules. He was 
elected a member of the Council of the society in 1900, and devoted 
much one and attention to its work. He resigned some time ago. 

Mr. GRIBBLE was a man of massive build, and his mind somewhat 
corresppnded with his physique. He got a firm grip of the essen- 
tials of matters wiich came before him, and troubled comparatively 
little about details. When he had satisfied himself as to the 
substantial point in any matter before him he could seldom be 
shaken ; and particularly as to matters in which he thought some 
inroad was being made on the interests of the profession, he was 
very strenuous in opposition. We have always heard that he was 
a sound lawyer and an excellent adviser to clients, 

His chief diversion was fly- fishing, of which he was an e ¢nthus iastic 





follower, occupying the post of president of the Fly-fishers’ Club. In 
politics we believe he as a Liberal and a Free Trader, and as a 
Churchman he held strongly Protestant views 
‘oe. 
The Treaty Clauses of the United States 
Constitution. 
THe Treaty PoWER UNDER THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED 
STATES. By Rosert T. Devin, of the San Francisco Bar. San 


Francisco: Bancroft-Whitney Co. 

This is a substantial volume, of more than 900 pages, consisting of 
commentaries on the treaty clauses of the United States Constitu- 
tion and such matters as extradition, foreign judgments, naturaliza- 
tion, claims against governments by foreign countries and foreign 
subjects, &c. There are also two appendixes containing respec tively 
the extradition regulations of the United States. and a list of all 
existing treaties and conventions between the United States and 
other Powers, with a short summary of the contents of each 
treaty, 
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The book is purely an American book, from the American point of | This is a serious omission in a book dealing specially with Friendly 
view, and none but American cases, decided in the courts and | Societies. But more serious still is the omission of all reference to 
settled diplomatically, appear to be referred to. An English lawyer | //osking v. Smith (13 A. C. 582), decided by the House of Lords in 


cannot, therefore, offer any criticism or express any opinion on the 


1888, ‘These two cases decide important points as to priority, where 


intrinsic merits of the author’s workmanship. As a contribution to | a first mortgage is paid off, a vacating receipt is taken, and there are 


the literature of comparative and international law, the book appears 
to be very valuable on this side of the Atlantic. In these days, when 
it is of great practical importance to have some clear notions as to 
the main features of the British Constitution, a knowledge of the 
differences between the British and the American theories of con- 
stitutional law is also extremely interesting and useful. 

Under our Constitution treaties are made by the Crown alone, the 
other branches of the Legislature being in no sense formal contracting 
parties. Treaties between Great Britain and foreign Powers are not, 
in the ordinary sense, part of the law of the land as administered by 
the courts. Treaties, in fact, are seldom brought under the notice of 
the English courts, and the rare exceptions usually relate to extra- 
dition matters. But it is very different in America. Some 2,000 
decided cases are cited in the present volume, the majority of which 
relate to the interpretation of treaties or the treaty-making power. 

The Constitution of the United States enacts that “ this Constitu- 
tion, and the laws of the United States which shall b2 made in 
pursuance thereof, and all treaties made or which shall be made under 
the authority of the United States, shall be the supreme law of the 
land.” ‘This provision has given rise to two fruitful topics of 
discussion and litigation—namely, what is the law when (1) Acts of 
the United States Congress, and (2) Acts of State Legislatures, 
conflict with treaties. Chapters VIII. and IX. deal with these 
subjects. Among other interesting matters is a full account of the 
difficulty that arose in California with respect to the Japanese and 
their treaty rights. 

The history of the treaty clauses of the Constitution is given. 
Treaties can only be made by the President with the concurrence of 
two-thirds of the Senate, and frequently difficulties have arisen by 
reason of this somewhat cumbrous machinery. These and analogous 
questions are discussed in the earlier chapters. 

The list of treaties contained in the Appendix is of great interest. 
Some sidelight is thrown on the working of the British Imperial 
system of Protectorates by the treaty of 1905 between the United 
States and Great Britain summarized on p. 682. This treaty relates 
to the relinquishment on the part of the United States of extra-terri- 
torial rights in Zanzibar. One might have expected such a treaty to 
have been made with the Sultan of Zanzibar, for Zanzibar has never 
been annexed to the British dominions, and the King exercises juris- 


puisne incumbrances in existence. If anything at all in the way of 
commentary is to be given, beyond the bare text of the Acts, surely 
the ditliculties arising with respect to the legal estate on discharge of 
a first mortgage ought to be referred to. 


Books of the Week. 


The Law of the Road: being a Selection of Leading and Other 
Cases. By J. Wetis Taatrcner, Barrister-at-Law, and D. H. J. 
HartLEy, M.A. (Cantab.), Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

The Lawyer’s Companion and Diary, and London and Provincial 
Law Directory for 1910 ; with Tables of Costs, New Stamp Duties, 
Time Tables of the Courts, Index to Practical Statutes, Public 
Statutes of 1908, Legal Business of the Months, Oaths in Supreme 
Court, Estate, Legacy, and Succession Duties, Legal Time, Interest, 
Discount and other Tables. Edited by E. Layman, B.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. Including New Tables specially compiled by a Fellow of 
the Institute of Actuaries. 64th Annual Issue. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited) ; Shaw & Sons. 

The Solicitor’s Diary, Almanack, and Legal Directory, 1910 ; con- 
taining an excellent Diary for each Day in the Year, Treatise on 
the Stamp Act and on Estate, Succession, and Legacy Duties, 
Lists of County Courts, Recorders, Town Clerks, Clerks of the 
Peace, Coroners, Undersheriffs, King’s Counsel, &ec., Informa- 
tion as to Oaths in Supreme Court, Jurats, &c., Suggestions 
on Registering Deeds, &ec., at Public Offices ; Table of the 
Solicitors Acts, the Solicitors’ Remuneration Order and 
Scale, Precedents of Costs, Lists of District Registries, Official 
Receivers in Bankruptcy, Parliamentary, Insurance and Banking 
Directories, &ec. ; an Alphabetical Index of the Public General Acts 
from the Accession of Queen Victoria to the Present Time ; Lists of 
London and Provincial Barristers-at-Law, and of London and Country 
Solicitors, with Appointments held by them, compared with the 
Official Roll by permission of the Council of the Law Society, and 
Corrected by means of Direct Correspondence ; the Treatise upon 
the Stamp Act and the Law and Practice of Stamping Documents 
is Revised to Date in accordance with the latest Decisions and 








diction in the Sultan’s dominions under the provisions of the Foreign 
Jurisdiction Acts. 

In a future edition the author should spell Lord Rosebery’s name 
correctly—*t Roseberry” is the spelling on p. 313. On p. 267, surely 
by “seizure’’ is meant “seisin” ? 





Friendly Sccieties. 


THe Law or Frrienpty SocreTres AND INDUSTRIAL AND PRo- 
VIDENT Societies. FourtTeentH Epition. By James Duncan 
Sruart Sim, Barrister-at-Law, Chief Registrar of Friendly 
Societies. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 

This book consists of an introduction or sketch of the legislation on 
the subject, the text of Acts and Regulations with some footnotes, 
statements of decided cases, and sets of model rules. The Jast (thir 
teenth) edition (the original author being Mr. John Tidd Pratt) was 
published in 1897. The preface opens thus: “ A new edition of this 
work is required in consequence of the passing of the Friendly 
Societies Act, 1908, now consolidated with the Act of 1896, and to be 
cited as the Friendly Societies Act, 1896.” This is a somewhat un- 
intelligible statement. The Friendly Societies Act, 1908, amends 
the Friendly Societies Act, 1896, in certain particulars. By section 
14 the new Act ‘may be cited as the Friendly Societies Act, 1908, 
and the principal Act and this Act may be cited together as the 
Friendly Societies Acts, 1896 and 1908.” Then it is enacted that “a 
copy of the principal Act,” as amended, “ shall be prepared and certi- 
fied by the Clerk of the Parliaments, and deposited with 
the rolls of Parliament; His Majesty’s printer shall print in 
accordance with the copy so certified all copies of the prin- 
cipal Act which are printed after the commencement of this Act.” 
The Act of 1896, as amended, is printed in the book (pp. 1-73), with 


Practice ; the Treatise on Oaths, Solicitors’ Charges, and Death 
Duties are Revised by J. Goprrey Hickson, Esq., Solicitor. 
Sixty-sixth Year of Pubiication. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 

The Law Magazine and Review: a Quarterly Review of Juris- 
prudence, being the combined Law Magazine, founded in 1828, and 
the Law Review, founded in 1844. Vol. XXXV. Jordan & Sons 
(Limited). 








Correspondence. 
The Oaths Bill. 


{To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir,—I have just received a copy of the “ Oaths” Bill. Is it too 
late now to point out the intolerable nuisance and waste of time 
that will be caused by making it obligatory for the officer adminis- 
tering the oath to witnesses to get them to repeat after him all the 
words of the oath just as if it were part of the marriage service ? 

Why should he not, at all events, be at /iberty to administer the 
oath himself in the ordinary way, the witness assenting by “ holding 
the New Testament in his uplifted hand,” as provided by the section } 
When the oath has to be administered prior to the hearing of fifty or 
a hiindred trivial cases in one morning the loss of time in each case 
will become quite considerable. 
I venture to predict that if this Bill passes in its present form 
there will soon be an outcry on this subject from every magistrates’ 
court in the country. MAGISTRATES’ CLERK, 
Oct. 29. . ; 
(See observations under the head of “Current Topics ”— Ep, S./.] 








footnotes drawing attention to the amendments, but no separate text 
of the Act of 1908 is printed. Most lawyers would have preferred to 
see the text of the amending Act set out by itself. 

Sections 53 and 43 respectiveiy of the Friendly Societies Act, 1896, 
and the Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1893, which provide 
for the vacating receipt, are printed on pp. 31 and 146, and on the | 
latter page is a .ootnote referring to the Appendix, p. 215, where a 
somewhat meagre note appears. But although the present edition 
was not published until June last, no mention is made of the case of | 
Crosbie-Hill vy. Sazer (1908, 1 Ch. 866), decided in March, 1908. | 





The Longevity of London Firms of Solicitors. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporte rJ 
Sir, —With reference to the paragraph on the above subject. under 
“Current Topics” in your issue of the 23rd ult., 1 should like to 
point out that the Record and Statistical Department of this 
society has in preparation a record of the constitution of all firms 
from their formation, S. P. B. BucKNILL, Secretary. 
Law Society Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., Nov. 1. 
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‘CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


EAST BARNET VALLEY URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL v. STALLARD. 


No. 2. 26th Oct. 
SEWERS—PREMIsES Ovutsipe Districr—CoMMUNICATION MADE BY LOCAL 
AvTHORITY—No Terms Imposep—Ricur to Improsk Terms Svs 
SEQUENTLY-—PusBLic Heattu Act, 1875 (38 & 39 V1 c. 55), 8. 22. 


outside their district with 


A local authority who have connected 
their own sewers cannot bseque ntly sever such pmmunication, 

This was an appeal from a decision of Swinfen Eady, J. The action 
was brought for a declaration that the defendant, the owner and 


J r or drain 
district to com 





was not entitled to cause We 


occupier of Heddon Court, se 
from any portion of the premises without the plaintiffs 
municate with any sewer of the plaintiffs’ h terms and 
conditions as might be agreed or settled unde of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, which provides that—‘‘ The owner or occupier of any 
premises without the district of a local authority may cause any sewer 
or drain from such premises to communicate with 


on su 
99 


except 


section 


authority on such terms and conditions as may be agreed on 
between such owner or occupier and_ such local authority, 
or as in case of dispute may be settled, at the option 


of the owner or occupier, by a court of summary jurisdiction or by arbi- 
tration in manner provided by this Act ’’ ; and for an injunction restrain- 
ing the defendant from discharging the outside drainage into the sewers 
until those terms and conditions had been so determined. 
was that the connection had been made by the plaintiffs themselves 
years previously without the imposition of any terms on the 
predecessor, so that section 22 was no longer applicable. 

that the greater part of the premises were without the district, the part 
outside being assessable at £300, and the part inside at £15 15s. Before 
1895 the house drainage went to a cesspool with an overflow drain lead 
ing into a pond, both being in the plaintiffs’ district. The stable and 
farm buildings drainage went along another drain joining the cesspool 
outflow drain before it reached the pond. The overflow from the pond 


many 


went into a storm-water drain along the Cat Hill-road to Pymme’s 
Brook. In 1895 the pond became a public nuisance, and at the instance 
of the plaintiffs’ assistant surveyor the owner, Hanbury, connected the 
cesspool overflow drain direct with the storm-water drain by a 9-in. 
pipe, through the pond. This remedied the pond nuisance. J 
nuisance then arose in the road gullies and the brook, and in 1897 the 


plaintiffs, without consulting Hanbury, 
soil sewer lower down the road. In 1900 the plaintiffs required Hanbury 
to agree to terms on which the communication should be continued, or to 
provide another mode of drainage. They proposed that he should pay 
the usual outside rate of 10 per per annum on the 
value of the portion without the district. Hanbury pointed out that as 
the 9-in. pipe was laid down with the surveyor’s permission, and the 
connection with the main sewer was made without consulting him, he 
was not liable to pay anything. No further steps were taken. Hanbury 
died on the 13th of December, 1900. ‘I iz., in Novem 
ber, 1902—the plaintiffs extended their soil sewer further up the road, 
and connected it directly with the 9-in. pipe. Two years later—viz., in 
December, 1904—they served a fresh notice on Hanbury’s executors, but 
took no further steps. In June, 1906, the defendant bought the premises 
for a boys’ school, and made considerable alterations, putting extra baths 
and water-closets, which he connected with the 9-in. pipe. He, 
pulled down the stables and farm buildings, and the evidence showed 
that the drainage was not increased [he cesspool was done away with. 


cent. assessable 


vo years later—v 


On the 4th of July, 1907, and the 4th of March, 1908, the plaintiffs 
served the defendant with notices, requiring him to agree to terms on 


h ywever, | 


any sewer of the local 


The defence | 


defendant’s | 
It appeared 


turned their storm water into a | 


which the communication was to be continued, or to provide another 
mode of disposal of the sewage, and on the defendant declining to act 
on the notices they brought this actio: Swinfen Eady, J., neld that 
when once the communication with the r was made it could not be 
interfered with ; that there was no new communication within section 22 
of the Public Health Act, 1872; that the plaintiffs had shown no right 
to relief, and the action must be dismissed with ts Che plaintiffs | 
appealed. 

THe Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fiercuer Movurtron and 
FARWELL, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that by the plaintiffs’ o ict the sewage | 


LOW 


%% 


plaintiffs’ sewers, and they 1 


from these premises drained into the 
sought to put an end to this arrangement, unless the defendant paid 
in the pound per annum on the ible value of his premises. 
permission given for value, as in this case, could not be revoked in the 
manner suggested. This was not a case in which there had been any 





increase in the burden thrown on the plaintiffs’ sewer. The defendant 
was not seeking to make a new connection under section 22; that was 
done long ago. The authorities, and particularly Brown v. Dunstable 
Corporation (1899, 2 Ch. 378), had settled that where an urban 
authority had made, or allowed to be made, a connection they could not 
break it. In his lordship’s opinion as hopeless, after what had 
taken place, to ask this court now to say that the defendant ought to be | 
restrained from continuing to drain his premises into the plaintiffs® | 


sewers ; the decision of Swinfen Eady, J., was perfectly right, and the | 


appeal must be dismissed with costs. 
FLETCHER 


Movutton and Farwe.., L.JJ., also delivered judgments 





A | 


dismissing the appeal.—CounsreL, Micklem, K.C., and Naldrett; Rus- 
| sell, K.C., and Sheldon. Soricrrors, Byfield & Son; Ernest Bevir. 


[Reported by J. 1. Srirtine, Barrister-at-Law.] 
ROITCH +. CROSBIE. No. 2. 2st Oct 
| Pracrice-—Costs—AppeaL-—JupiciAL DiscreTion—R. S C. LXV. 
1—Jupicature Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vict. c. 66), s. 49. 


| Where costs are in the discretion of the judge , the Court of Appt al 

| will assume that he has exercised his discretion unl it is satisfied 
that he has not in fact exercised his discretion, ha: 
rule which excluded the exercise of his discretion. 

Bew (1899, 2 CA. 467) followed. 


but applied some 


Bew v. 


The dicta in King v. Gillard (1905, 2 Ch. 7) dissented from. 
This was an appeal from so much of an order of Neville, J., as 
directed that each party to the action should pay their own costs. The 


action was originally brought to enforce a claim by the plaintiff to a 
charge on a policy which was comprised in a settlement, and for the 
administration of the of the settlement. ‘The trustees of the 
settlement succeeded in their contentions, but in making his final order 
Neville, J., directed that all parties should bear their own costs. No 
reasons were given by the learned judge in his judgment, but it was 
stated by the counsel for the appellants that in answer to a question 
asked by counsel, his lordship had intimated that it was on account of 
an excessive claim having originally been made by the trustees, which 
claim had, however, been abandoned by them at an early stage of the 
proceedings. There was fund out of which the « could have 
been directed to be paid. The trustees appealed. It was contended 
for the appellants that the learned judge having given a reason, which 
would only have justified him in depriving the trustees of so much of 
the costs as were occasioned by their excessive claim, could not be 


rusts 


osts 


no 


said to have properly exercised his discretion. 

THe Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FLercHer 
FARWELL, ae Fm dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the appeal had been forcibly argued, 
but he was clear that it was not open to the court to deal with it. 
The first point turned on section 49 of the Judicature Act, 1873, which 
Omitting the last words of that section, as the 


Mot LTON and 


was perfectly plain. 
judge had in this case refused to give leave to appeal, it ran, ‘‘ No 
order made by the High Court or any judge thereof, by the consent of 
parties, or as to costs only, which by law are left to the discretion of 
the court, shall be subject to any appeal.’’ That section and ord. 
65, r. 1, which gave the court discretion as to costs, had been dealt 
with by various authorities, of which the most important was Lew v. 
Bew (1899, 2 Ch. 467). This was a most authoritative decision, because 
the judgment was delivered by the then Master of the Rolls, Lord 
Lindley, after taking time for consideration and after consulting his 
colleagues in the other court. He pointed out that different views had 
been taken, and finally laid down the law thus: The conclusion at 
which we have arrived is that the interpretation put upon the section in 
The City of Manchester (5 P.D. 221) is the correct one ; that is, that if 
the costs are in the discretion of the judge, the Court of Appeal will 
assume that the judge exercised his discretion, it is satisfied 
that he has not exercised his discretion, but has applied some rule 
which, in fact, excluded his discretion.’’ In the present case 1t was not 
suggested that the learned judge had, in fact, applied any rule which 
That happened in cases in which, for example, 





unless 


excluded his discretion. or | 
the judge gave costs to a public authority not in exercise of his discre- 
tion, but following the statutory provision of the Public Authorities 
Protection Act. He (the Master of the Rolls) had no doubt that in such 
a case an appeal as to costs could be brought. But if there had been 
an exercise of the discretion there could be no appeal as to costs, unless 
1 been no proper exercise of his discre 


it could be shown that there ha 
tion. There was no proper exercise of the discretion if a judge gave a 
reason altogether outside his judicial discretion, if, for example, he 
declined to allow a litigant his costs because he was a Whig or a 
however, the learned judge had thought fit 


Tory. In the present case, i , 
to say, No costs,’ but had not assigned any reason altogether outside 
his judicial discretion, and he (the Master of the Rolls) protested 
facts, 


+ 


against the view that the Court of Appeal ought t the 
and if the facts there was any reason for the learned judge 
exercising his dis« retion as he had. But the matter did not rest there. 
Ord. 65, r. 1, put the costs of all proceedings in the administration ol 
estutes in the discretion of the judge, and that brought into employment 
section 49 of the Judicature Act, 1873. ‘Then came the I that 
nothing should deprive a trustee of his right to costs out of a particular 
If there had been a trust fund out of which the present 


| deprived 


into 


on 


see 


proviso 


estate or fund. 1 
appellant could have got his costs and the learned judge had 
him of them, that proviso would have protected him, and_ he would 
have been entitled to appeal as to his right to costs out of the trust 
But in the present case there was no trust fund, and it was 


fund. Bie 
to ask the court to say 


hopeless, in face of the section and the rule, 
that the rule entitled him to say that the learned judge had wrongly 
exercised his discretion. To do so would be in the teeth both of the 
Act of Parliament and of the order, and contrary to the decision in 
Bew v. Bew, a case the authority of which he (the Master of the Rolls) 
would be no party to whittling away. The appeal must be dismissed. 
FLtercHer Moutton, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. 
FARWELL, L.J., said that in his opinion it was important that the 
court should return to the view laid down in Bew v. Bew. As to King 
y. Gillard (1905, 2 Ch. 7) his lordship thought that that must have been 
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a case in which leave to appeal had been given, because section 49 of 
the Judicature Act, 1873, was not referred to at all. But the statements 
in that case which had been relied on by the appellant were really 
obiter dicta, because the judge in the court below had found that the 
defendants had been guilty of dishonesty, and the Court of Appeal had 
found that that was not so as a_ fact. But Romer, L.J., 
said, ‘‘Is the fact that there was a statement as to a _ purely 
collateral matter which might be taken to be inaccurate gua the public 
at large, but which in no way concerned the plaintiffs or the rights in 
respect of which they are suing, a ground upon which a judge, in the 
exercise of his judicial discretion, can deprive the defendants of their 
costs, it being a matter in no way affecting the subject of the action 
or the plaintiffs’ rights? In my opinion it is not.”’ That view was 
contrary to the decision in Hstcourt v. Ustcourt (L.R. 10 Ch. 276), which 
was not cited in King v. Gillard. His lordship wished to call attention 
to this as Bew v. Bew was not cited in that case either, and the dicta 
in King v. Gillard had been constantly cited.—CounseL, Jenkins, K.C., 
and Morton Smith ; Peterson, K.C., and Tomlin. Soxicrrors, Bowkers ; 
Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co., for Payne, Frodsham, & Bewley, Lancaster. 
[Reported by J. I. StiRLiNne, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re JOSEPH STOCKS & CO. LIM ). WILLEY v. STOCKS. Eve, J. 
28th Oct. 

CoMPANY-—REDEEMABLE DEBENTURE Srock- Con VERSION INTO --asemnggt 
ABLE STOCK—RESOLUTION BY MAJORITY OF STOCKHOLDERS estan 
Masgoriry To Brnp MINORITY 2 EDEEMABLE ’’—*‘ LRREDEEMABLE 
ULTRA VIRES. . 
Where under a trust deed a majority of the de benture a 

had power to sane tion any modification of the rights of the stockho de " Pm 

against the company, and the majority passed a re solution agreeing to 
convert their redce mable stock into irredeemable stock, 
Held, that the resolution was not ultra vires, and was binding on the 


t 0 ty . o° 
si The bey il meaning of the words “ redeemable’ and ‘ irredeemable 
considered. 

in this action the plaintifis, who were debenture stockholders, claimed 
payment by the company oi the principal amount of the de enenee 
stock held by them and interest. ‘The defendant company was formed 
in 1897, and in November of that year the company offered for ~_— 
scription debenture stock to the nominal amount of — at : 
per cent. By a trust deed dated the 8th of January, 1898, the ator 
was charged on the property and assets of the company, and was to 
be redeemed at par on the ist of October, 1907. The deed gave to a 
majority of the stockholders present at a meeting power to sanction 
any compromise or arrangement between the stockholders and the 
company, power to sanction any modification or compromise of the 
rights of the stockholders against the company, and power to assent to 
any modification of the provisions of the trust deed. In 1904 the 
company was indebted to its bankers, and the bank refused to 
continue the overdraft unless the date of payment to the stockholders 
was postponed until the bank debt was paid. Accordingly, at a 
meeting of the stockholders on the 6th of September, 1904, the follow- 
ing resolution was passed by a large majority : ‘‘ That the debenture 
helders consent to the conversion of their existing 4 per cent. first 
mortgage debenture stock redeemable at par on the 1st of October, 1907, 
into or for 44 per cent. irredeemable debenture stock. Interest on the new 
irredeemable stock to commence as from the 1st of October, 1904.’’ By 
an indenture of the 3rd of October, 1904, between the company and 
the trustees it was agreed to modify the trust deed in accordance with 
the resolution. The plaintiffs refused to be bound by the resolution, and 
applied to the company for payment off of their debenture stock, which 
the company refused to do. The plaintiffs contended that the resolu 
tion was ultra vires the meeting, and that even if valid it did not 
prevent them from demanding payment, but only deprived the company 
of their option to redeem. 


Eve, J.—About 1897 the company raised £225,000 debenture stock 
at 4 per cent., which by a trust deed was charged on the assets and pro- 
perty of the company. Under the trust deed the company had the option 
of paying off the debenture stor k on the lst of October, 1907, provided 
they gave six months’ notice and paid a certain premium. Further, if 
the company went into liquidation, or anything happened to make 
the debenture stock immediately payable, then the company was to pay 
off the stock before the fixed date, but in any event it was to be 
redeemed on the Ist of October, 1907. Those were the express 
rights and obligations of the stockholders. Certain provisions were 
added which gave power to a certain majority of the debenture stock- 
holders present at a meeting to bind the minority. Those powers were 
to sanction any compromise or arrangement between the stockholders 
and the company, to sanction any modification or compromise of the 
rights of stockholders as against the company, and to assent to any 
modification of the provisions of the trust deed. In 1904 the company 
were indebted to their bankers, and the bank refused to continue the 
overdraft unless payment to the debenture stockholders was postponed 
to the debt of the bank, so as to release the company from payment 
on the lst of October, 1907. Consequently a meeting was summoned to 
consider a resolution to make the debenture stock irredeemable. The 
meeting was held on the 6th of Septembr, 1904, and the resolution was 
carried by a large majority. ‘The plaintiffs thereupon intimated to the 








company that they would not be bound by the resolution, and refused 
to recognize the power of the majority of the stockholders to bind 
them. The plaintiffs took up the position that they were not bound 
by the resolution on two grounds: (1) that the resolution was ultra 
vires the meeting, and (2) that the resolution was passed in terms which 
preserved their original rights. The first question depends on the 
construction of the powers given to the majority by the trust deed, and 
the question is whether the resolution is a modification of the 
rights of the debenture stockholders. In Mercantile Investment Co. v. 
International Co. of Mexico (1893, 1 Ch. 490) Fry, L.J., said: ‘‘Is 
this transaction a modification or compromise of the rights of the 
debenture holders against the company or its property? If this ques- 
tion be answered in the affirmative, the defendants are right; if in the 
negative, the plaintiffs.’’ The language used is, for all practical pur- 
poses, the same in that case as in the present case, and the question 
is whether the resolution is a modification. I think it obviously is so. 
The plaintiffs under their trust deed are entitled to have repayment. of 
their debenture stock on the Ist of October, 1907, and the resolution 
modifies that right. Therefore the question must be answered in the 
affirmative, and it was competent for the majority at the meeting to 
modify the rights of the stockholders. But it is said that that was 
not what was done. The plaintiffs say that there was not really a 
contract between the stockholders and the company, but only an offer 
by the company, which was not accepted. Well, that is not, in my 
opinion, an accurate statement of the position. The proposal put 
forward by the company and the assent of the stockholders to that 
proposal constituted anew contract. Then itis said that, even assuming 
that, you must look at the terms of the resolution, and that the effect 
of those terms was to leave the stockholders where they were and to 
put the company in a less advantageous position. It is said that when 
the stockholders agreed to convert the redeemable stock into irredeem- 
able stock the only legal effect was to deprive the company of the 
option to redeem. I agree that ‘‘ redeemable”? means liable to redemp 
tion. In Re Chicago and North-West Granaries Co. (1898. 1 Ch. 
263) North, J., said : “In my opinion it means that they are liable to 
redemption, but there is no obligation on the company to redeem them.”’ 
If that is the true legal meaning of redeemable, then irredeemable must 
mean that the company is to have no power to redeem. It is said that 
that is the only meaning, and that consequently the result of the resolu- 
a0 is that the plaintiffs have as before power to demand payment on 
et A 
} so cons res 2 1atever may be the true legal 
meaning of ‘‘redeemable,”’ the word ‘ irredeemable ”’ must have an 
exactly contrary meaning. Here the word “ redeemable ”’ is used with 
chlo must have s contrary meaning, ‘Therefees tar ion an eee 
resolution is that the pa A ona vl a ore the true meaning of the 
; t ! stock. which had to be paid off on the 1st 
of On tober, 1907. was to be replaced by stock which was not so liable 
Phe plaintiffs therefore are not entitled to payment as claimed. and 
the action must be dismissed with costs. I express no pinion as to 
pin wegen Bes guar “ened Soe > 3rd of October, 1904, gives effect 
Cte scaail Seis 0 wad Wy rore Browne, A. Kirby, and Tomlin ° 
} h, U., ana Whinney: Cozens-Hardy. Sorswrrors. Whit- 
held d Harrison, for Humphreys. Hirst, A: Whitley, Halifax; Walker. 

d: Rowe, for FP. Walker & Son, Halifax. 
[Reported by 8S. EB. Wiitams. Barrister-at-Law.] 
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ATTORNEY-GENERAL ». BELGRAVE HOSPITAL FOR CHILDREN. 
Swinfen Eady, J. 29th Oct. 


WiL_it—Construction—CHariTaBLe Bragvest—Lecacy “to Founp A 
Bep.”’ 
Where a legacy is given to a hospital for the purpose of establishing 
a bed to hear a spe cified name, the sum bequeathed must he invested 
and the income thence arising applied to the needs of the bed, whatever 
be the precise language used, if an intention appears that the sum 
should be treated as capital. 


The question raised by the writ in this action, though a pure question 
of construction, was of some general interest as turning neither on the 
particular circumstances or context nor on any single word, but on 
the construction to be placed upon language frequently used by 
testators, as to which the Charity Commissioners desired a decision for 
use as a precedent, The question was whether a sum of £1,000, 
bequeathed to the Belgrave Hospital ‘‘ to found a bed to be named the 
Eleanor Bed,’’ must be appropriated and invested and the income of the 
investment applied to the particular purpose of maintaining a bed so 
named, or whether the sum might be dealt with by the hospital as part 
of its general income, provided a bed were named ‘“‘ the Eleanor Bed.”’ 

Swinren Eapy, J., in deciding in favour of the former construc- 
tion, said : I think it is of the greatest importance that where property 
is given for a charity in certain terms, those terms should be strictly 
observed. It is obvious that it was the testator’s intention to establish 
a bed, and it was established by a gift of a capital sum. It is sug- 
gested that the language used is satisfied if some bed already estab- 
lished is called ‘‘ the Eleanor Bed,’’ and that if this be done, the fund 
may be expended as general income. The idea involved in the terms 
‘* founding a bed ”’ negatives any such dealing with the fund. An affidavit 
of the secretary to the Charity Commissioners sets out a large number 
of instances shewing that it is a common practice of testators to bequeath 
funds for the purpose of establishing beds in hospitals, and that 
various words are used which all involve the same idea, whether the 
words used are ‘‘endowing,”’ providing for,’ “* for the endowment in 
perpetuity,” “ founding,”’ or ‘‘ founding and maintaining. Nothing 
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turns on the particular words used; the question is whether the legacy 
is intended to be treated as capital, with the result that the sum is to be 
invested, so that the needs of the bed or cot may be provided for out 
of the income. If the income is not sufficient, it must be applied so far 
as it will extend. There must therefore be a declaration that the 
legacy cannot be | prope rly applied by the hospital as part of its general 
income, but must be invested, and the income applied in maintaining a 
bed to be called ‘‘the Eleanor Bed.’’—CounseL, for the Crown, “E. 


Beaumont; for the defendants, the Belgrave Hospital, Wilbraham, in 


the absence of C. H. Sargant. Soxtcrrors, The Treasury Solicitor ; 
Hollams, Sons, Coward, & Hawksley 
[Reported by Percy T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law 


DUNBAR v. DUNBAR. Warrington, J. 21st Oct. 


PRESUMPTION OF ADVANCEMENT—DECLARATION Ot! 


NULLITY 
The pre sumption of a re sult ng trust ra sed hy ay chase 


ResuLttinc Trust 


in the joint 


names of the pure haser and another i displace ed by the pre sumption of 
advancement which arises where the person im whose name the convey 
ance is taken, jointly with the pur haser. is the wife of the purchaser at 


although the mar riage | ubse que ntly declared 


the date of the pur hase. 


‘to have been and to be” absolute ly null and void. 

The plaintiff in this case sought a declaration that she and the 
defendant are joint tenants of a certain house. ‘This the defendant 
resisted, although the conveyance was in terms made to himself and 
the plaintiff as joint tenants, on the ground of there being a resulting 


trust in his favour. The plaintiff was married to the defendant on the 


Ist of January, 1896. In February, 1897, the defendant acquired the 
magazine or publication called London Society, and the plaintiff 
assisted him in conducting it, and was, in fact, the editor. This 
continued until 1898, when the publication was sold at a profit. Accord- 


told his wife that he 
and for their joint 


defendant 
vestment, 


defendant’s stateme 9 the 


ing to the j : 
in question as an in 


was buying the house 


habitation, and so that she might have it if she outlived him, and he 
might have it if he outlived her. The defendant further stated that 
the draft was originally in his own name, and that he altered it so 


that the plaintiff might continue to o cupy the house after his death. 


In the summer of 1898 cohabitation between the parties ceased, but, 
though living apart, they were not on unfriendly terms, and the defen 
dant regularly made the plaintiff an allowance. In 1907 the plaintiff 
took proceedings for a declaration of nullity, resulting on the 19th of 
October, 1908, in a decree absolute, the effect of which was that the 
marriage was declared ‘‘ to have been and to be”’ absolutely null and 
void. The plaintiff then commenced this action. 

WARRINGTON, J., giving judgment in favour of the plaintiff, said : 
The plaintiff puts her case in two ways. First she says that it is the 
ordinary case of a purchase by the husband in the joint names, and 


that the presumption of a resulting trust is rebutted by reason of the 


relationship. Secondly, even if not rebutted by the mere relationship, 
she says that it is displaced by the fact that the purchase was in 
remuneration for her editorial work. ‘The defendant denies that such 


was his intention, and it is not to decide this second point 
because of the conclusion I have come first point, as to which 
the defendant’s contention is that the presumption of a resulting trust 


nec essary 
to on the 


is not rebutted, by reason of the decree of nullity, and that the 
conveyance into the joint names must be taken to have been subject 
to an implied condition that the marriage should continue as a valid 
marriage. In my opinion the purchase was an advancement, and there 
is no resulting trust. It is true that when the decree is pronounced 


void, but the marriage itself 
If no proceedings had been 


the marriage is declared to ‘‘ have been ”’ 


was not a void, but a voidable marriage 


taken to avoid it it would have been a valid marriage. There is no 
ground for the contention that the continuance of the presumption as 
to advancement will depend upon whether the marriage then existing 
continues to exist until death. What authority there is is rather the 


229) the marriage was 
notwithstanding, the 
If the implied condi 


other way. In V'hornley v. Thornley (1893, 2 Ch. 
dissolved by reason of the wife’s misconduct, but, 
presumption of advancement was held to remain. 


tion suggested existed, it would exist as well where the marriage is 
dissolved as where it is declared null. Independently of authority, I 
think the defendant’s contention fails. From og SE weg naps of the 


s here in question is 
is made. The 
the time the 
mind of the 
a resulting 
presumption of 


parties the court infers that such a purchase as 
intended for the benefit of the person in whose favour it 
inference is that this was the intention of the donor at 
gift was made. At this time there was no thought in the 
donor as to the validity of his marriage. The doctrine of 
trust applies prima facie, but is displaced by the 
advancement. There is nothing to rebut this presumption, for the 
evidence of the defendant supports it. £300, part of the purchase 
money, borrowed on mortgage, but was paid off in 1905, before 
the decree of nullity, by the defendant alone, who, in consequence, 
tends that either all that the plaintiff takes under the presumption is 


was 


con 


the equity of redemption, or else that the defendant, having paid a 
debt for which both were liable, he can keep that debt on foot. 
Both these contentions are answered by the fact that though the mort- 


gage is in form by both, the intention was that it should be treated asa 
mortgage by the defendant alone. It is immaterial that part of the 
purchase money was raised by a mortgage; in substance it was a 
purchase by the defendant. The plaintiff, therefore, is entitled to be 





declared joint tenant of the house free from incumbrances, and as she is 
seised per my et per tout she is interested at least to the extent of a 
moiety, and there must be the usual decree for a sale in lieu of 
Ong an age hn for the plaintiff, Rowden, K.C., and Napier; for 
the defendant, Cave, K.C., and H. Ff. Ball. Soricrrors, G. C. Top- 
ham ; Tilleards, ; 


(Reported by PERcy T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ite BORRER’S TRUSTS. DUNLOP v. BORRER. 


20th Oct. 


Swinfen Eady, J. 


Witt—Speciric Lecacy—ADEMPTION. 
the share in a sum of £10,000 C , to which IT am, 


or may, in certain events, become entitled under the w will of my father” 
is @ specific le gacy. 


A bequest of * 


This summons was taken out by the plaintiffs, the executors, and 
trustees of the will of Henry Hall Borrer, deceased, for the determina- 
tion of two questions arising in the execution of the trusts, the first 
question being whether a legacy given by the testator to his daughter, 
the second defendant of a share in a sum of £10,000 Consols, or some 
part thereof, to which the testator was, at the date of his will, con- 
tingently entitled in reversion under the will of his father, was or was 


not a specific bequest; and the second question being whether, if 
specific, the legacy had been adeemed by the subsequent conduct of 
the testator. By the will of the testator’s father a sum of £10,000 
Consols was bequeathed on trust for his daughter, Sarah Ann Borrer, 


for life, and her children after her death, but in the event (which 
happened) of her death without issue, the said Sarah Ann Borrer was 
given a general power of appointment over £3,000, part of the said 
sum, the residue of which was to go to the children of the testator’s 

father who should be living at the death of the tenant for life ad 
the children of those then dead. The said Sarah Ann Borrer died, in 
the lifetime of the testator, a spinster. By his will, dated the 13th of 
August, 1905, the testator recited that he was, or might, on the 
happening of certain events, become, entitled to a share in a sum of 
£10,000 Consols, or some part thereof, and directed that if and when 


such share should fall into possession, the sum of £1,000 should be paid 
to his wife, and the remainder should be held in trust for his daughter. 
the second defendant. The trustees of the will of the testator’s father 
realised the testator’s share in the Consols, and on the 23rd of June, 
1908, sent a cheque for £3,022 5s. to the testator as representing such 
share, which the testator on the 25th of June, 1908, paid into his account 
at the bank, where there already stood to his ¢ redit a balance of £2,500 
or thereabouts. The same day the testator transferred a sum of 
£1,000 to a deposit account in the name of his wife, and on the follow- 
ing day executed a codicil to his will, revoking the bequest of £1,000 
to his wife, ‘‘ as I have this day given to her the sum of £1,000 in cash,”’ 
and in other respects confirming his will. He then, on the 29th of 
June, invested £3,000 in two investments, which he still held at the 
date of his death. It was contended on behalf of the testator’s 
daughter that these two investments represented the legacy left to his 
daughter by the testator in his will, as confirmed by his codicil, such 
legac y not being a specific legacy of so much Consols, but a legacy of the 
testator’s interest in a fund which at that moment happened to consist 
of Consols, but might vary in constitution from time to time. The 
widow’s contention was that the legacy was specific, and was adeemed. 
J., deciding in favour of the latter contention, after 


SwInFEN Eapy, - 
would invest £3,000 in two 


stating the facts, continued: He said he i 
investments. I am asked to say that this was the £3,822 5s. That is 
not the inference that I should draw from the facts. On the rule as to 


the appropriation of payments, the £1,000 placed on deposit would come 


out of his balance, leaving his balance at £1,500, so that £1,500 
only would be left to come out of the moneys which he had received. 
I think, therefore, that the legacy cannot be traced into these two 


investments. The gift was a share of a specific sum of Consols, and 
was adeemed by the testator in his lifetime, and the legacy in con 
sequence fails.—CounsrL, for the trustees, Pattisson,; for the testator’s 
widow, R. H. Roupe Reeve; for the testator’s daughter, S. Bryan. 
Soricrrors, for all parties, Kekewich, Smith, & Kaye. 


[Reported by Percy T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench 


Division. 


LEWIS ». RONALD. Div. Court. 27th Oct. 
FLats—OWNERS or—Express AGREEMENT WITH ‘TENANTS TO LIGHT 
STAIRCASES—L ABILITY TO PERSON Havina Business with TENANT 


sucCH PERSON ON Dark ARCHWAY, SO FALLING Down 


STAIRS. 


ENTRY BY 
FLIGHT OF 
on the 23rd of Nove m- 

defendant to deliver 
had never been to the 
when it 


The plaintiff, who was a fishmonger’s assistant, 
ber, 1908, went to a block of flats owned by the 
some fish to one of the defendant's tenants. He 
flats before. On arriving at the flats between 5 and 5,10 p.m., 
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was almost dark, he found at the top of a flight of steps the notice: 
‘““ Tradesmen’s Entrance.” He went down the flight of steps, and 
found an archway on his right. Inside the archway it was pitch dark. 
He took a step into the archway and fell headlong down a second flight 
of steps. It appeared that the distance between the bottom of the 
first flight and the top of the second flight was only three or four feet. 
As he lay at the bottom of the steps a porter came to him, turned on 
the electric light which lit the second flight of steps, and said that the 
other porter and he would get into trouble over this. By the terms of 
the agreement between the defendant and each of the tenants of the 
flats, the defendant agreed to keep the hall, corridors, lifts and stair- 
cases clean and in good repair, and to pay for the lighting necessary 
for the staircases and hall. The rules for the porter provided that he 
should light up the staircases when necessary. In an action for damages 
for personal injuries caused by the negligence of the defendant, a county 
court judge non-suited the plaintiff on the ground that there was no 
evidence that the plaintiff's injuries were caused by the negligence of 
the defendant, his servants or agents. 

Held that the non-suit was right. 

The facts in this case appear sufficiently from the head-note. Counsel 
for the plaintiff cited Wilkinson v. Fairrie (1862, 32 L. J. Ex. 73), 
Indermaur v. Davies (L. R. 1 C. P. 274, L. R. 2 C. P. 311), Miller v. 
Hancock (1893, 2 Q. B. 177), and Huggett v. Miers (1908, 2 K. B. 278). 
The court without calling upon counsel for the defendant dismissed 
the appeal; but Bucknill, J., said that he had considerable doubt upon 
the matter, and he thought the case was a very difficult one. The 
court gave leave to appeal. 

DaRLINnG, J., gave the following judgment : In this case the facts are 
that the defendant was the landlord of a large building, in which many 
tenants resided, and he entered into an agreement with the tenants 
that he would light the staircases on the premises when it was necessary. 
That does not amount to a contract with anybody except with each of 


these tenants, and I doubt whether anybody who was not a party to | 


that contract can allege that the contract enures for his benefit. It is 
enough to say that, but I do not base my judgment upon this ground. 
Of course, if I am right in my opinion on that, the plaintiff would 
have no case—quite apart from the question of evidence of negligence. 
It appears that the plaintiff was sent by a tradesman to deliver goods 
at one of these flats. He came in at the proper entrance, and walked 
down a staircase. What was the condition of the staircase at the 
time? Here is his own evidence with regard to it: ‘‘ I went down a 
winding staircase outside the building. When I got to the bottom I 
found a doorway in front immediately at the bottom of the staircase. 
I stepped inside the doorway—the door was open. When I got inside 
the doorway I was in total darkness. I put my arms out to feel where 
I was, and then I pitched forward and fell down fourteen stone steps.”’ 
In cross-examination he said: ‘‘ The passage turns to the right after 
the bottom of the steps down which I fell. There was nothing to light 
up the staircase.’’ It appears from this evidence that there being a 
staircase which was absolutely dark, the plaintiff walked along and fell 
down this second flight. The law as regards staircases has often been 
laid down. For example, Lord Blackburn, in the case of Jndermaur v 
Davies (supra), in commenting on the case of Wilkinson v. Fairrie 

upra) said : ‘* It always struck me that that case ought to be supported 
on the ground that the plaintiff chose to go into the premises and wander 
about in a way (in the dark, according to another report) the defendant 
could not anticipate. Those observations apply to the present case. 
Baron Bramwell non-suited the plaintiff in Wilkinson v. Fairrie (supra) 
by putting this dilemma : Either the plaintiff could see, and, therefore, 
the accident was the result of his own negligence ; or if he could not see, 
he ought not to have proceeded without a light. For the plaintiff here 
to succeed it must be shown that the defendant invited him to go to the 
place where the accident happened. How can it be said here that 
merely because there were means of lighting this place, that there was 
an invitation to the plaintiff to go there, whether it was lighted or not? 
In Lord Blackburn’s words, he chose to go into the premises and wander 
about in the dark in a way the defendant could not anticipate. The 
county court judge has given a most careful judgment, referring to all 
the cases upon this point. In particular he referred to the observations 
of Lord Gorell and Fletcher Moulton, L.J., in Huggett v. Miers (supra). 
Lord Gorell said : ‘‘ In Miller v. Hancock the person injured was re- 
garded as using the staircase on the assumption, which he was entitled 


under the circumstances to make, that it was in a proper state of | 


repair. In the present case, the staircase being pitch dark, the risk of 
using it without providing himself with any light was obvious to the 
plaintiff.”’ Fletcher Moulton, L.J., said : ‘‘ There is a very broad dis 
tinction between a case like the present and a case of non-repair of 
a staircase. If a staircase be dark a person using it must obviously be 
aware that it is in that condition, whereas in the case of a person 
using a staircase which is out of repair as in Miller v. Hancock (supra), 
it may not be obvious to him that it is so.’’ In the present case the 
plaintiff’s own language shows that he was perfectly aware of the 
condition of the staircase. That being so, we must take it that he was 
aware that it was absolutely dark. I can see no invitation to anybody 
to walk about on the staircase when it was not lighted. As Lord Black- 
burn said in the earlier case, he chose to do it. The county court judge 
has given the most careful consideration to this case, and I think, 
having regard to the way the law has been laid down by the Court of 
Appeal, that he came to the right conclusion. The appeal, therefore, 
will be dismissed.—CounseL, Curtis Bennett; J. A. Hawke. Sortcrrors, 
F. Freke Palmer; Gribble, Oddie, & Co. 
[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 











PHARMACEUTICAL SOCIETY ». MERCER. Div. Court. 28th Oct. 


PENALTIES—PHARMACEUTICAL CHEMIST—UNREGISTERED PERSON—UsE 
OF SIGN Suacestinc RecistRaTIon—TuHe PuHarmacy Act, 1852 (15 & 
16 Vict. c. 56), s. 12 


Section 12 of the Pharmacy Act, 1852, provides that after the passing 
of the Act it shall not be lawful for any person not being duly registered 
as a pharmaceutical chemist to assume or use the title of pharmaceutical 
chemist or pharmaceutist, or to assume, use or exhibit any name, title, 
or sign implying that he is registered under the Act, or that he is a 
member of the society, under a penalty of £5. The appellant kept a 
drug shop, at which he sold medicines, and over the premises and upon 
the labels on the bottles of medicine supplic ad by him appeare ad the 
words, ** R. Mercer & Co., The Pharma y, Haydock.” 

Held that the appellant had not committed an offence under section 
12 of the Pharmacy Act by using a sign implying that he was registered 
under the Act or was a member of the Pharmaceutical Soci¢ ty. 

This was an appeal from the decision of a county court judge. The 
facts sufficiently appear from the head-note, and upon them the county 
court judge held that the defendant had been guilty of an offence under 
section 12 of the Pharmacy Act, 1852, and imposed a penalty of £5. 
The defendant appealed. 

DaruinG, J., in giving judgment, said: In this case the appellant 
sold drugs in bottles. It is admitted in the facts upon which the county 
court judge proceeded that he actually carried on business as a medicine 
vendor, and called his premises ‘* The Pharmacy,’ puttting that word 
with his own name, ‘“ R. Mercer,’’ over the door. It is said that by 
doing this he has infringed the provisions of section 12 of the Act of 
1852, inasmuch as he put up a name or sign implying that he was regis 
tered under that Act, in other words, that he was a member of the 
Pharmaceutical Society. Now, I agree with the contention of the 
respondents that the judge was entitled to look, not only at the words 
which the appellant used, but at the kind of business he carried on. 
I think the use of the word ‘‘ pharmacy ’’ would furnish an indication 
that the place was used for vending medicines, and I think the judge 
would have the right to look at what was actually done on the premises, 
because the circumstances might show that the implication raised by 
the use of the word pharmacy might be rebutted. He might also come 
to the conclusion that this was a medicine vendor’s business. That 
would not be conclusive, because a man may vend medicines without 
being a member of the Pharmaceutical Society under the provisions of 
certain other Acts of Parliament, which extend to other persons the 
privilege of selling drugs and making up medicines. What the appel 
lant at the most did here was to put up the word pharmacy and sell 
drugs in the shop. It is said that he represented himself not as being 
a man living in a pharmacy or carrying on a drug business, but as 
being a member of the Pharmaceutical Society. I think it would be 
difficult for us to agree with that contention, having regard to the words 
of the Master of the Rolls in Bellerby v. Heyworth (1909, 2 Ch. 23). 
He said there: ‘“‘ As I read that section it is directed to the personal 
description of the man, as distinguished from a description of the 
work which the man does.’’ Buckley, L.J., in the same case said : 

‘Subject to that difficulty in drawing the line, I feel no doubt in 
laying it down as a general proposition that what this section forbids 
is a description of the person as distinguished from a description of the 
acts done.’’ Therefore it appears that a distinction must be drawn 
between the act the man does in writing up the words ‘‘ the Pharmacy 
and selling medicine and the giving a description of himself, which is 
the thing the Act forbids. Now, there is another ground upon which 
I think this appeal should succeed. In order to convict, for this is a 
penal statute, it must be proved that the appellant put up a sign 
implying that he was a member of the Pharmaceutical Society, or that 
he was registered under this particular Act of 1852. Now it seems 
to me that putting up this sign and selling medicine does not ne essarily 
raise this implication. It might raise that implication, but it might 
also raise the totally different one that he was a person who was 
entitled to have a pharmacy and call himself a pharmaceutist under 
other Acts of Parliament than that under consideration. I think, 
therefore, that there is great uncertainty in the implication, if any, 
here, and that for both or either of the reasons 1 have given the appeal 
is entitled to succeed. 

Bucknitt, J., concurred, basing his judgment solely upon the con 
struction to be placed on section 12 of the Act of 1852.—CounseL, for 
the appellant, A. Neilson; for the respondent, Vaughan W illiams. 
Soticitors, Risque & Robson, Manchester; Ummet & Co., for Smith, 
Jonatt, & Smith, Manchester. 

{Reported by C. G. Moray. Barrister-at-Law.) 








Solicitors’ Cases. 


GUNDRY +. SAINSBURY. Div. Court. 
Soricrron AND CLIENT—VERBAL AGREEMENT BY PLAINTIFF TO Pay NO 
Costs To Sottcrror—RiGut or SuccessruL PLAIntirF TO CosTs FROM 
DEFENDANT—ATTORNEYS’ AND Soxicrrors’ REMUNERATION Act, 1870 

(33 & 34 Vict. c. 28). 

A client who has made a verbal arrangement with his solicitor not to 
pay the latter any costs of an action which the solicitor is conducting on 
his behalf is precluded by the provisions of section 5 of the Attorneys 
and Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1870, from recovering any costs from 
the other side, although successful in the action. 


2th Oct, 














Nov. 6, 1909. 
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This was an appeal from the deel isiot the county court judge sitting 
at Wandsworth. An action was bro ugh by the plaintiff, a labourer, 
to recover damages eee the defenda for personal injuries sustained 


by him in consequence ¢ to the latter. 
] 


During the hearing of the » case certain questions were put to the plaintiff 
I d that he had no 


— bitten by a dog belonging 


in cross-examination, ar in answer thereto he sa 








money, and could not afford to J iy tl the action. He further 
stated that he had arranged with his sol t to] him any costs 
As a result of the trial the jury awarded the plaintiff £15 damages 
The defendant’s counsel thereupon submitted that by reason of the 
provisions of sections 4 and 5 of the Attorneys’ and Solicitors Remunera 
tion Act, 1870, the plaintiff was not entitled to re er any costs from 
the defendant, upon the ground that the plaintiff's evid stablished 


that a verbal arrangement had been entered into between the plaintiff 


and his solicitor that the former should pay no costs to the latter, and 
consequently, under the aire ne of the Act, he was not entitled to 
recover any costs from the dé fe nda Section 4 of the Act in question 


licitor may n an agreement in writing 
mount and manner of payment for the 


provides that an attorney o 
with his client respecting roy a 


whole or any part of any past or future services, fees, charges or dis 
bursements in respect of business done or to be done by such attorney 
or solicitor. Section 5, after saving the interests of third parties, pro 


vides that the client who has enters sd into such agreement shall not be 


entitled to recover from any other person, under any order for the pay 


ment of any costs which are the subject of suc! rreement. more than 
the amount payable by ‘the client to his own attorney or solicitor 
under the same. It was contended behalf of the 
plaintiff that section 4 nd the I 1 ct 5 ippli d 
only to written and _ not verbal reeme nd that the 
plaintiff was consequently entitled to | cost Th unty court 
judge held, upon the authority of Jennir . Johnson (L. R. 8 C. P. 
425) and Clare v. Joseph (1907, 2 K. B. 369), that it was unnecessary 
that the agreement between the solicitor and the p tiff should be in 
writing in order that the proviso to section 5 of 1 Act of 1870 should 
apply, and declined to award tl plaintiff ar sts against the 
defendant. The plaintiff appealed 

Dariina, J., in giving judgment, after stating his opinion that ther 
was evidence upon which the county court judge could come to the con 


clusion that a verbal agreement had in fact been made between the 
plaintiff and his solicitor that the latter should receive no costs from 


the defendant, said: The defendant, having lost the action, would 
ordinarily have to pay to the plaintiff the costs the plaintiff had 
properly to pay to his solicitor, but if this agreement stands he was 


to pay no costs to the solicitor. The learned judge gave judgment 
against the plaintiff on this point, and I have come to the conclusion 
that his judgment was right. TI do not t at length 
into the statute. I myself at one time misunderstood its terms, and 
in the case of Clare v. Joseph (supra) gave judgment to the effect that 
since the passing of the Act of 1870 an agreement between a solicitor 
and his client with regard to costs other than seal ists must be in 
writing. The Court of Appeal e judgment the ther way, ind the 
true view of the statute is most neatly put by Buckley, L.J., at p. 378 
of the report. He says: ‘‘ The effect of section 4 is, I think, that 
whether the solicitor is to have remuneration at a greater or less rate 
than the ordinary rate, any agreement between him and his client to 
that effect must be in writing if the solicitor sets it up. If the client 

with which I have been dealing | 


unk it necessary to go 


sets it up, none of the considerations 
have any bearing.’’ The contention set up here on behalf of the plaintiff 
was that the agreement entered into between the solicitor and his client 
was not binding, because it was not in writing. I think the above case 
is conclusive of the present one, with this exception. Here the agree 
ment entered into by the solicitor was not that he would take a lower 
rate of costs than usual, but that he would do the rk for nothing at 
all. To my mind, the judgment of the Court of Appeal, expressed 

it was by Buckley, L.J., applies to the present cas The solicitor here 
entered into a verbal agreement which is binding upon him, although 
if it was sought to be enforced by him against the client, that could not 
be done because it was not in writing. The only point left is this; this 
is not an agreement to take remuneration at a less rate, but to take none 
at all. The agreement being to take no remuneration, I do not think it 
inapt to describe it as one to take m than usual. What 
is less is a question of degree. If there is a scale of charges, then if you 
agree to take nothing it is taking less than what is allowed. I think, 
therefore, that the present case is covered by the decision in Clare v. 
Joseph (supra), and that the solicitor is bound by the agreement he 
made, although it is a verbal and not a written one That being the 
case, the plaintiff here was not bound to pay the solicitor anything for 
costs, and consequently the plaintiff is not entitled to get any costs from 
the defendant. The appeal, therefore, must be dismissed 


BuckniLi, J.. concurred.—Counsrt, for the appellant, Moyses; for 
the respondent, “ 


less remuneration 


Picardo Soricrrors, (. J tppleton;s L. Tubl 
[Reported by C G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Societies. 


United Law Society. 
Oct. 25. Mr. James Ball in the chair Mr. Neville Tebbutt opened 
on the motion that ‘‘ The decision of Mr. Justice Eve in Re Illingworth 
Thompson opposed. The debate was maintained 


was wrong.”’ Mr. 


} 








by Mr. Cox-Sinclair, Mr. 





‘Ball, and Mr. Astley. The 
by one vote. 

Nov. 1.—Mr. L. C. Bullock moved : 
Hulton & Co. (1909, 2 K. B. 
Stallon The motion was lost 


opposed, by one vote. 


, 
Law Students’ Journal. 
The Law Society. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION, 
The following 
were successful at the Preliminary Examination held 
14, 1909 : 
Abbott, William Henry 
Appleyard, Edward Elston 
Barry , James Ri iV mond 
Batten, Joseph Keith 
Branwell, Hugh 
Brown, William Leonard 
Butler, Allan 
Cawthron, Edward 
li ag Hugo Thomas Knight, Charles Guy 
irke, Eskricke Joseph Lester, Charles George 
bbett, Alan Miller Lord, Evelyn Geoffrey 
orke, Nigel Arthur McDonnell, Walter Edward James 
ross, ’ Philip Andrew Nelson, Henry Lawrence 
— teginald Herbert Rampini, Edward Arthur Craig 
Jutton, Tom Duerdin tayner, William Thomas Alfred 
vill, ‘Wilfred Ariel Rea, James Trevelyan 
arrant, Sidney George toberts, Edwin 
tuston, Ronald Sowerby 
Samuels, Moss Turner 
Sharman, John 
Sutcliffe, Norman Warden 
Taylor, Harry James 


Gardner, 
Gosling, 
Grifliths-Averill, Percy 
Hambleton, William 

Howarth, Fred Greenwood 
Howell, Frederic Edwin Warbreck 
Jenkins, Edward Basil Terence 
Kenyon, Frank 


Stanley 
Henry 


] 
l 


‘elee, Francis Charles 
oers, Hardwicke Kenyon 
ywles, Robert John 
Francis, Llewellyn 

ry, William Henry 
Fullwood, Albert Wilfred Walls, Herbert 

Gardner, Cecil Walter Stanley Wansbrough, Gilbert Dyke 
Number of candidates, 79; 


The following candidates are certified by the examiners to have passed 
with distinction, and will be entitled to compete at the Studentship 
Examination in July, 1910 :— 

Brown, William Leonard Fowles, Robert John 
Cross, Philip Andrew Hambleton, William 
Evill, Wilfrid Ariel Lord, Evelyn Geoffrey 
By Order of the Council, 
3. P. B. Bucknit, 
Law Sox iety’s Hall, Chancery lane, October 29, 1909. 
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passe d, 48. 


pecretary. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desatina Socrery.—Nov. 2.—Chairman, Mr. G. 
Bertram Willis.—The subject for debate was: ‘* That this house 
deplores the advent of the aeroplane.’?’ Mr. H. F. Rubinstein opened 
in the affirmative; Mr. A. Stone Hurst opened in the negative. The 
following members continued the debate :—Messrs. Harnett, Chadwick, 
Hands, Burgis, Shrimpton, Lemon, Shearn, Bowden, 8S. J. Rubinstein, 
Morriss, Humphries, Parry, Alexander, Pothecary, Forbes, Jones. The 
motion was lost by eleven votes. 

BrrMINGHAM Law Stupents’ Socrery.—Nov. 2.—Mr. H. Maddocks 
in the chair.—The following moot point was debated That the case 
of Dean and Another v. Brown (1909, 2 K. B. 573) was wrongly 
decided.’’ Mr. G. A. Baker opened in the affirmative, and was sup- 
ported by Messrs. N. O. Clarke, L. M. Kinsella, M. I. Clutterbuck, 
O. F. Gloster, H. F. Bensly, D. M. Wood, and W. L. Highway; Mr. 
H. E. Swallow opened in the negative, and was supported by Messrs. 
T. R. Hanson, W. H. Bowman, and R. W. Frazier. After the openers 
had replied, the chairman summed up, and on the question being put to 
the meeting, the voting resulted in a verdict for the affirmative by a 
majority of three. 








The New Manchester and Liverpool 


Assize Arrangements. 


On Tuesday last before the business of the Nisi Prius Court at the 
Manchester Assizes was begun representatives of the Corporations of 
Manchester and Liverpool, the Chamber of Commerce of Manchester, 
and the Manchester and Liverpool Law Societies congratulated Mr. 
Justice Bray on the inauguration of the new system of dealing with 
civil actions at Manchester and Liverpool, by which the judges will 
sit for an extended time to try them. There accompanied the judge 
upon the bench, savs the Manchester Guardian, the Lord 
Mayor of Manchester (Mr. Alderman Holt), the Town Clerk 
(Sir W. H. Talbot), Sir William H. Vaudrey, and Mr. H. Der- 
went Simpson, representing the Corporation; Mr. F. Ashworth, 
president of the Manchester Chamber of Commerce; Mr. 8. F. 
Butcher, president, Mr. G. H. Charlesworth, vice president, and 


motion was lost 


‘* That the case of Jones y. 
444) was wrongly decided. Mr. P. V. 
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Mr. C. J. E. Crosse, secretary, of the Manchester Law Association ; 
and the Lord Mayor of Liverpool (Mr. H. C. Dowdall), Mr. W. L. 
Thorne, president, and Mr. C. Collins, vice-president, of the Liverpool 
Law Society. After speeches by the Lord Mayors of Manchester and 
Liverpool and the President of the Manchester Chamber of Commerce, 

Mr. S. F. Burcuer, on behalf of the Liverpool and Manchester Law 
Societies, and as representing the solicitors in the southern part of 
the county, said it was to the legal profession a great source of satisfac 
tion that after a period of twenty years, with the alliance and assistance 
of the commercial community, the municipalities of the two cities, and 
the good-will of the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, and his 
lordship, they saw this innovation in the method of the trial of civil 
cases inaugurated under his lordship’s presidency. They trusted that 
the sittings would be entirely satisfactory to the judge, although they 
were for the moment an experiment. They were peculiarly interesting 
to the people of Lancashire at a time when the whole of the adminis. 
tration and disposition of civil cases was under consideration, and it 
would be matter of interest at a later day to a still larger community. 
He had not the least doubt indeed that these sittings would be a 
useful object lesson to those who were concerned in the general adminis 
tration of justice throughout the country. The president of the Man- 
chester Chamber of Commerce had pointed out that there did not 
appear to be an abnormally heavy list for the present sitting—37 
cases at this Assize, as compared with 52 cases at the corresponding 
period last year, and 32 cases in 1907. It was to be observed, 
however, that at the corresponding sittings last year there were seven 
remanets and a certain amount of pressure in dealing with the cases 
that were actually disposed of. The present list showed that there 
were eighteen special jury cases, compared with nineteen at the corre- 
sponding period last year. This year there had been actually entered 
for trial at Manchester 157 cases, as against 164 cases last year and 118 
in the year preceding. From what they could gather there was very 
little doubt that when the judge returned to Manchester he would find 
a considerable amount of business to be disposed of. Following the 
long vacation it was somewhat difficult to be absolutely ready for trial 
in heavy commercial cases, and in addition to that probably the arrange- 
ments were hardly sufficiently understood in the neighbourhood to 
enable entries to be made in such great numbers as it was hoped they 
might have been. He expressed, on behalf of the law societies, their 
peculiar gratitude to the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, and 
his lordship for the way in which they had sought the assistance and 
help of all who were officially interested in the matter, and for having 
at very great personal inconvenience perfected the arrangement. 

Mr. Taytor, K.C., on behalf of the Bar, said that his lordship might 
rely upon the loyal co-operation of the members of the Bar having 
business in Manchester and Liverpool in endeavouring to carry out the 
scheme which his lordship had been good enough to come down to 
administer. 

Mr. Justice Bray, in reply, thanked the speakers very heartily for 
the kind words which had been used towards him personally. He had 
always had a great interest in the business of Manchester and Liver- 
pool. This was the eighth assize he had attended in Manchester, though 
he had only been five years on the bench, and he chose the Northern 
Circuit this time because he thought the experience he had gained at 
Manchester and Liverpool would assist him in making satisfactory 
arrangements for carrying out the new scheme. But beyond the part 
he had taken himself in carrying out the details, he was not the person 
to whom Manchester and Liverpool were indebted for this great advance 
in the administration of justice. It was the Lord Chancellor and the 
Lord Chief Justice who founded this scheme. He was a humble 
member of the committee the Lord Chief Justice chose to help him, 
and it was to him and to the Lord Chancellor—and, of course, to 
themselves for the representations they made to the Lord Chancellor— 
that they were indebted for the extended privileges that were given to 
them. He was quite sure the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Chief 
Justice would be extremely pleased to hear of their satisfaction with 
the change introduced. ‘‘ It is indeed,’ the judge said, “‘a great 
change. Hitherto the judge taking civil business was here only for 
some 17 or 18 weeks of the judicial year. Now he will be here, if he 
is required to be here and if there is sufficient business for him, 
between 26 and 27 weeks—just half as long again. That ought to relieve 
the pressure under which business has been done for many years in 
Manchester and Liverpool. The judges coming here have felt that 
they were administering justice under pressure, and under the tempta- 
tion, perhaps, to hurry things. They were always anxious to finish 
the list, and that could only be done by sitting infinitely longer and for 
what might be fairly ge as inconveniently long hours. Now there 
should be no necessity for that pressure. This is not only an advantage 
to yourselves, it is an advantage to the suitors, because they know they 
will have their cases fully and efficiently dealt with now by this 
exceptional privilege.’’ He was sorry to say that in London the reverse 
was the order of things. Whereas now, in Manchester, they ought to 
have no difficulty in bringing to trial cases that had been set down for 
trial within perhaps a week or two, and never more than six or eight 
weeks from the time when they had been entered, in London, he was 
sorry to say, the circumstances were quite different. At the opening 
of the courts, his lordship said, they began the trial of special jury 
cases that had been set down for hearing as long ago as January and 
common jury cases entered in March. As to non-jury cases, they were 
not quite so badly off, but with regard to appeals from county courts 
many cases were waiting to be heard which had been entered for nine 


was a state of things which he hoped would not long be allowed to 
continue, and he knew of no other way of dealing with it than by 
providing additional judges. He hoped sincerely that that would be 
done, and that London would be put in the same happy position that 
Manchester was now in. 


Obituary. 


James Inskip last week we stated 
that in 1862 he gained the Clifford’s-inn prize. This is incorrect, since 
at the Final Examination in Hilary Term, 1862, when Mr. Inskip 
passed, the Clifford’s-inn prize was carried off by Mr. Joseph Addison. 


* * In our notice of the late Mr. 





Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Henry Epwin Garrop and Roranp Henry Bourcnier WIxson, 
solicitors (Garrod & Wilson), Diss. June 24. So far as concerns the said 
Roland Henry Bourchier Wilson, who retires from the said firm; the 
said Henry Edwin Garrod will continue to carry on the said business 
in his own name. 





Hvusert JosepH WALLINGTON and HERBERT CHARLES FabIan, solicitors 
(Wallington, Fabian, & Co.), Watford. Dec 31. The said Herbert 
Charles Fabian will continue to carry on the practice. 


[Gaze tte, Nov. 2. 


General. 
It is stated that Sir Richard Nicholson, 
County Council, has resigned. 
It is stated that Judge Shiress Will, K.C., was taken ill at the Birken 
head County Court on Tuesday. 
The course of lectures by Professor Sir John Macdonell on ‘“ Recent 


clerk to the Middlesex 








months, and there seemed little prospect of their being wiped off. That 





Labour Legislation in Europe and the British Colonies,’’ which was 
announced to begin on Wednesday, 3rd November, at 5.30 p.m., at 
University College, is postponed until Wednesday, 10th November, at 
5.30 p.m. 


Mr. William Field, the senior usher at the Central Criminal Court, 
who died this week at the age of 72, was, says the Hvening Standard, 
usher at the old and new criminal courts for a period of 43 years. In 
the course of his career Mr. Field must have administered the oath to 
witnesses over a quarter of a million times, and he was on duty while 
sentences aggregating over 650,000 years were passed on prisoners. 


The American Consul at Nuremberg reports, says the Lvening 
Standard, the establishment of a municipal bureau for the purpose of 
giving free information and advice to citizens of small means. The 
new department is under the control of the municipal government, con 
sisting of the mayor, the assistant mayor, ten legal councillors, and 
twenty civil councillors, whoeappoint a committee of administration, a 
referee, and a chief. All officials of the bureau are strictly forbidden 
to receive compensation, gratuity, or gift of any character for any 
service rendered. Over twenty of such bureaus have been established 
in Germany. 

On a prosecution at Kingston for driving a motor-car contrary to the 
Motor-Car Act, 1903, a barrister of the United States, who was a 
passenger on the car, invited the bench, says the Justice of the Peace, 
to hear him address them on behalf of the defence. The clerk to the 
justices advised them that it was contrary to the practice of the 
English courts to allow any one to address them except the justices 
themselves, English counsel, or solicitors. The justices appear, how 
ever, to have allowed this gentleman to cross-examine on behalf of 
the defendant. The breach of the rule was no doubt due to courtesy, 
and it is improbable that the matter will be taken before either the 
Law Society or the Bar Council. 

Nothing is more noticeable in legal literature, says the current issue 
of the Law Magazine and Review, than the continuous shrinkage of 
Chancery law reporting. Formerly in the ‘ authorised ’’ reports three 
volumes were dedicated to Chancery and only two to King’s Bench 
cases. Some years ago the number of volumes was reduced to two, 
and from the way things are going it will soon be possible to put all 
that is worth reporting into one. Meanwhile the King’s Bench volumes 


are growing steadily in size, although the reporting of nisi prius cases 
has gone completely—and most unfortunately—out of fashion. These 


phenomena may partly be explained by the circumstance that now the 
tent Division is largely occupied in deciding mere neeinons of 
fact on oral evidence, but no doubt it is also partly due to the greater 
discrimination exercised by reporters in deciding what shoul he 
rg oy For instance, cases on the interpretation of wills used to be 
to the Chancery re own gee here paid by lineage—the sort of gold mine 
that rating and revenue cases are to his King’s Bench brother. Now 
he never reports them unless they actually decide something, which is 
rarely the case. 
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Some delay was occasioned after the luncheon interval in the trial of 
a case before Grantham, J., at the Royal Courts on Tuesday, says the 
Evening Standard, by the absence of two jurymen, and when his lord- 
ship resumed his seat a doctor announced that during the interval a 
motor skidded in the Strand and knocked down two men outside the 
Law Courts. 
a juryman, he asked that his lordship might be informed of the 
accident. Later it was stated that both the injured men were jurymen. 
His lordship remarked on the dangers of the crossing, and recalled 
that at the time of the controversy where the courts should stand a sub- 
way was talked of. It was really a fight between the Chancery and 
the Common Law side. The Chancery side wanted the courts where 
they now are, but it was decided that there should be a tunnel over to 
the Temple. Why it was not carried out he could not say. 

It is announced that the King has been pleased to appoint a Royal 
Commission to consider and report whether any and what steps should 
be taken to facilitate the selection of the most suitable persons to be 
Justices of the Peace, irrespective of creed and political opinion. The 
Commission is constituted as follows :—The Lord James of Hereford, 
G.C.V.O. (chairman), the Earl of Jersey, G.C.B., G.C.M.G., the Earl 
of Chichester, the Lord Robert Cecil, K.C., M.P., the Lord Hamilton 
of Dalzell, K.T., C.V.O., the Right Hon. Sir W. Hart Dyke, Bart., 
the Right Hon. Sir Francis Mowatt, G.C.B., the Right Hon. Henry 
Hobhouse, Sir Osmond Williams, Bart., M.P., Sir Edward Troup, 
K.C.B., F. Verney, Esq., M.P., W. Ryland Adkins, Esq., M.P., 

a : 


C Bridgman, Esq 9 M P.. & H enders yn, 


T. G. Ashton, Esq.. M.P., W. 


Esqy., M.P., J. A. Simon, Esq., K.C., M.P. The secretary to the Com 
mission is A. V. Symonds, Esq., of the Local Government Board, to 
whom correspondence may be addressed at Scotland House, Victoria 


Embankment, S.W. 

At the Marylebone Coroner's Court on Mondav Vs the Times, 
Mr. Schroder held an inquest on the body of Mr. Charles Bramley, 
barrister-at-law, who died from veronal poisoning. Mr. Frank Bram 
ley said that his brother had for some time suffered from sleeplessness. 
Dr. Bernard Pitts, who lived in the same house, said that Mr. Bramley 
had suffered from sleeplessness during the last four or five weeks, and 
had told him that he was taking small quantities of various drugs. On 
Thursday morning Mr. Bramley went into his room and seemed to be 
in a state of fright. He said that he had had a seizure in the night 
and that he had no control over his limbs. At breakfast time he 
appeared to revive, but became unconscious and remained so until his 
death, which occurred at 8.45 p.m. The cause of death was veronal 
poisoning. The Coroner said that these cases were getting very familiar 
to him, and he thought that some action should be taken so as to 
prevent people obtaining this drug except under very great re strictions. 
A verdict of ‘‘ Death by misadventure “ was returned, and the jury 
recommended that the drug should only be sold on a_ physician’s 
prescription. 

It is announced that the King has been pleased to appoint a Royal 
Commission upon the law of divorce and its administration. The terms 
of reference are :—To inguire into the present state of the law and 
the administration thereof in divorce and matrimonial causes and appli 
| with regard to the position of 


cations for separation orders, especially 
the poorer classes in relation thereto, and the subject of the publication 
of reports of such causes and applications ; and to report whether any 

made in such law or the administra- 
tion thereof, or with regard to the publication of such reports. The 
Commissioners will further have power to make an interim report with 
such steps as they may recommend to be taken for 
the poorer 


and what amendments should be 


a view of enabling 
the redress of any hardship from which in their opinion 
classes may suffer under the existing law and administration. The Com 
mission is constituted as follows :—The Lord Gorell (chairman), the 
Archbishop of York, the Earl of Derby, G.C.V.O., C.B., the Lady 
Frances Balfour, the Right Hon. Thomas Burt, M.P., Lord Guthrie, 
Sir W. R. Anson, Bart, M.P., Sir Lewis T. Dibdin, K.C., D.C.L., Sir 
George White, M.P., Mrs. H. J. Tennant, His Honour Judge Tindal 
Atkinson, Edgar Brie rley, Esq. (stipendiary magistrate of Manchester), 
Rufus Isaacs, Esq., K.C., M.P., J. A. Spender, Esq. The secretary 
to the Commission is the Hon. Henry Gorell Barnes, to whom corre 
spondence may be addressed at 2, Pump-court, Temple. 

In the High Court of Justiciary in Edinburgh on the 30th ult, 
William White Millar, 8.S.C., appeared before Lord Guthrie for sen 
tence, having, says the Scotsman, admitted a charge that during the 
period between 19th January, 1906, and 25rd June, 1908, having received 
from a client, on behalf of his wife, for both of whom the accused then 
various sums amounting in all to £950, in order 





acted as law agent, 
that he might invest the money on the wife’s behalf, he embezzled 
£750. The prisoner’s advocate said that about eighteen months ago 
it was discovered that the prisoner’s affairs got into a state of confusion, 
and apparently Mr. Millar was no better able than anyone else to 
He was within a few days of 


unravel the mystery of this condition 
being eighty years of age. A medical certificate from the doctor who 
had been Mr. Millar’s attendant for many years, stated that he 
suffered from two or three painful complaints, and had done so for 
several years. In the circumstances, he suggested that the ends of 
justice would be satisfied by a very lenient sentence. Lord Guthrie said 
that the prisoner had pleaded guilty to the crime of embezzlement of 
£750, funds belonging to one of his clients, during a period of nearly 
two and a half years. It was one of the most serious offences, if not 
the most serious offence, known to the law in connection with property. | 

‘ 


| 
| 
One of them had been seriously wounded, and as he was | 


In ordinary circumstances it would only have been met by a very severe 
sentence. Looking, however, to the prisoner’s great age, eighty years, 
his lordship was enabled to pronounce a sentence which would have 
been impossible in other circumstances, and that was a sentence of nine 
months’ imprisonment. 





PeRsoNAL ATTENTION, THE Best Goops, AND MOopeRATE PRICEs. 
DipstaLe and Son, Tailors, 40, High Holborn (first floor). Opposite 
Chancery-lane. Next to the First Avenue Hotel. Established for over 
eighty years at 301, High Holborn, W.C.—{[Apvr. ] 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota oF ReGistrRags In ATTENDANCE ON 


Dat Emercesoy Appgat Court Mr. Justice 
sisted Rora. No. 2. Joyor. 
Monday ...Nov. 8 Mr Theed Mr Bloxam Mr Synge 
Tuesday ....00.6 Charch Theed Goldschmidt 


Mr. Justice 
Swinren Eapy. 
Mr Farmar 

sloxam 





Wednesday Synge Church Greswell Theed 
Thursday Gold=chmidt Synge Beal Church 
Friday .... Greswell Goldschmidt sorrer Synge 
Saturday Beal Greswell Leach Goldschmidt 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 








Date. WARRINGTON. NEVILLE. PARKER. Evg, 
Morday ...Nov. 8 Mr Beal Mr Church Mr Greswell Mr Leach 
Tuesday ......... 9 Borrer Synge Beal Farmer 
Wednesday . Leach Goldschmidt horrer Bloxam 
Thursday ....... 11 Farmer Greswell Leach Theed 
Friday wos On Bloxam Beal Farmer Charch 
Saturday ......0. 13 Theed Borrer Bloxam Synge 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—Faivay, Oct. 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Liuirep In CHANCERY. 

Bramuau Gas Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 13, to send their 
names and aduresses, and the particulars of their de»ts or claims, to Thomas 
Harrison, 25, North st, Ripon. Archer & Co, Stockton on Tees, solors to the liquidator 

Compro-Boarp Macarnery anp Supp.y Synpicare, Lrp—Creditors are raquired, on 
or before Nov 1”, to send their names aud a idresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to FE. Evans, Finsbury ct, 18, Ropemaker st, liquidator 

East or Enyatanp Newsearer Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Dac 16, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particu'ars of their debts or claims, to 
Harry Wingfield, 64, Cannon st. Mulls & Reeve, Norwich, solors for the liquidator 

Ino ann Nyassa Corporation, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 23, directed 
to be heard Nov 9. Pritchard & Sons, Gracechurch st, solors for the petners. Notice 
ot appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of Nov8 

Pinwactes Broken Hitt Mine, Lrp (in Votuntary Lriqurpation)—Creditora are 
required, on or before Dec 31, to send their names and addressee, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, Claude Edward Barker, 21, Finsbury pvmnt, liquidator 

84n Cantos Gotp Mixx, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or oefore Dec 9, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Hugh 
Limebeer, 65, London wall, \iquidator 

Sir Taroporre Fry & Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, to send 
their names and addres-es, and the particulars of their debts or claims. to William 
Barclay Peat, 85, Northgate, Darlington, Lucas & Co, Darlington, solors for the 
liquiuator 

‘ London Gazette.—Tvrspay, Nov. 2, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Lruitep In CHANCERY. 


Atrrep Lrowarp & Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 17, t » send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Henry 
Trease, Parade chmobra, Nottingham, Iquidator 

Coutins & Co or Carvirr, Lro—Creditors are require1, on or before Nov ?0 to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Gilbert 0. 
Shepherd, Gresham cumbrs, Kingsway, Cardiff. Guay, Card:ff, solor to ths 
liquidator 

juss, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 29, directed to be heard Nov 16. 
Richarason & Co, Golden eq, Regent st, solvrs for the petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Nov 15 

Lamtezron & Uo, Lrp—Vvetn for winding up, presented Uct 30, directed t> be heard 
Nov 16. Stibbara & Co, Leadenhall st, solors for the petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 15 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gaszette.—Fuivay, Oct. 29. 
Heanon, Squree & Francie, Lrv. 
Compo-Boarp MacuiInery anD SuprpLy Synpicate, Lrp, 
Wictram Brapsnaw & Co, Lrp. 
Psemtre Leap Mines, Lro. 
Brixton Motor Works, Lrp. 


| Svar Brntposrine Co, Lrp. 


Van, Cart anp Barrow Ownsns’ Prorecrion Socisty, Lro, 
Srrincer Printine Co, Lrv. 

8. P. A. Moror Co, Lro. 

Harry Nicuoutis Comepy Sxypicare, Lrp. 

Rays, Lro. 

ContinenTtAt “ Soss” Invistzte Htnce Co, Trp. 
METROPOLITAN, SUBURBAN AND District Prorrgatres Co, Lr. 
Saw Cartos Gotp Mint, Lrp, 

Harttey Mines, Lip. 

Sicco, Lrp. 

Hore. Contrnentat, Lip. 

Witui4M Gairritus & Co, Lrp, 
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London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Nov, 2. 
D. Fawssaw & Co, Lrp 
Hersert Sueruvurst & Co, Lip 
Srsaxine Prcrores, Lrp 
fatuBREaD Co, Lrp 
Mersey Proviston Co, Ltp 
( uistne, Lro 
British Oak House Puecnase awp Insurance Corporaticy, Lrp 
Eurtre Contsact Co, Lrp 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Nov. 10 and 11.—Messr3. Harrops, at 36, Finchley-road, N.W.: Furniture and 
Effects (see advertisement, page xv, Oct, 30). 

Nov. 10.—Mesers. Epwin Fox & Bovsrietp, st the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Invest- 
ment and Freehold Ground-rent (see advertisement, page xv, Oct. 30). 

Nov, 10.—Mesers. Davrp Burnett, Son, & Bapperry, at the Mart, at 2: Life Interest 
in Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see aivertisement, back page, Oct. 23). 

Nov. 1].—Mesere. Fareerotarr, Exus, & Co., at the Mart. at 2: Ground-rent, 
Leadenball-street, and Long Leasehold Property, Arundel-street, Strand (see advertise - 
ment, beck nage, Oct. 23). 

Nov. 11, 17, 24 and 25.—Messrs. Hopeson & Co., at 115, Chancery-lane, at 1: Books, 
Libraries, &c. (see adver! isement, back page. this week). 

Nov. 23.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Ricnwarpson & Co,, at the Mart, at 2: Free- 
hold Ground-rents (see advertisement, page xv. Oct. #0). 

Der. 8,—Mesers. TRo.iopg, at the Mart: Residence (see advertisement, page xv, 
Oct. 30), 

Result of Sale. 
Reversions, Lire Portcy ann SHarrs. 


Mesrs. H. E. Fosrer & Cranriecp he'd their usual Fortnightlv Sale (No, 894) of the 
ab ve-ramed Interests, when the fellowing lots were sold at the prices named, the 
total amount realized being £1,097 10s, :— 


ABSOLUTE REVERSION to £1,000 ere vee eee ove Sold £555 
REVERSION to ahonut £480 eee ooo : ove ose eee »» £280 
FULLY PAID POL‘CY for £768 soe o» £755 


SHARES in the LOCKE STEEL CHAIN CO, (1905), LTD. ...,,. £7 108, 





Creditors’ Notices 
Under Estates in Chancery.: 


Last Day or Criatm. 
London Gazette.—Tcrspay, Oct. 19. 


CuampBertain, ALBERT Henry, Grosvenor at. Grosvenor rq, Dental Surgeon Nov 23 
Kingston v Martin, Judge in Cham)ere, Rcom 267 Baker. Old Bond st 


London Gazette—Fripay, Oct. 22. 


Ke.tow, Jouyn, St Austell, Cormwa!l Nov 20 Kellow and Another v Keilow and 
Others, Joyce, J Higman, St Austell 

Parrcuarp, Josep#, Harrogate, York Nov 26 Pri'chard v Pritchard and Another, 
Swinfen Eady and Neville, JJ Atkinson, Harrogate 


London Gzette,—Turspay, Oct. 26, 


Asxpows, Joun, Chatham, Musical Instrunevt Dealer Nov 24 Moffett v Dickens 
and Another, Swinfen Eady, J Middleditch, Tower chmbra, London wall 
Horan, James, Lullote, Lianishen, Glamorgan Nov 30 Macintosh v Harman and 

Stephens v Macintosh, Judge in Chambars, Room No. 689 Macintosh, Cardiff 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazeite.—Frmway, Oct 22. 


ArrLeton, Jonny Henry, Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada Feb1 Cobb & Son, York 
Baryeripor, Saran, Warton, nr Carnforth, Lancs Joan1 Muckalt, Lancaster 

Barper, Even Soputa, Forest Bill, Kent Nov 20 Kirby & Co The fanctuary 
Barker, Jonaroan, Gateshead, Yeoman Dee6 Arnison’& Co, Penrith 

Bi CKLEY, Mary Any, Ramsbottom, Lanes Nov 22 Preston & Son, Manchester 
Bur.er, Crara, Old Kentrd Nov 30 Hilder & Co, Jermyn et, St James’ 

Corner, James Henry Wuirtk, Roxeth, Harrow Nov 30 Gould, Henrietta st, Caven- 


ish sq 

Coryisu, ARTHUR Heyry, Streatham, Tobacconist Nov 24 Wetherfield & Co, High rd 
Streatham 

Darzi, Groner, Vale ct, Maida Vale Nov 24 Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton av 

Dawson, Saran EvizaneTH, Manningham, Bradford Nov4 Last & Betts, Bradford 

Exiot, Hon Epwarp Hexay Joun Cornwatuis, Port Eliot, St Germans, Cornwall Noy 

: 20 ——— & Co, New sq, Lincoln's inn 

LLISON, Tnomas, Bywell, St Peter, Northumberland, Woodman Noy 17 1& c 
' Lockhart, Hexham j i eres 

Fentox, Tuomas, Jarrow, Engine Driver Nov12 Stobo & Livingston, Jarrow 

FLoop, Hewry, Walsoken, Norfolk Nov9 Southwell & Dennis, Wisbech 

Fysu, Mary, Norwich Nov 29 Hatch, Norwich 

Gree, Carotine, Goudhurst, Kent Oct 30 Engall & Crane, Bedford row 

or oo Exizasetu, Horley, Surrey Nov 20 Tatham & Co, Queen Vic- 

ria 

Hat, tsrusr Anxe Maung, Clitheroe, Lancs Dec18 Baldwin & Co, Clitheroe 

Heratey, Muriet, Cheyne walk, Chelsea Nov 30 Durrant & Co, Cannon st House 

Hewitt, Epwarp, Stockton Heath, Chester, or Frances EvIzaABETH Hewirt, Stockton 
Heath Novy 20 Davies & Co, Warrington : 

Hivxtey, Wituam Joun, Birmingham, Merchant Dec 11 Mogford, Birmingham 

Howarp, Wituiam, Huntingdon, Builder Nov 20 Maule & Sons, Huntingdon 

Hupsarp, Joux, Grimsby, Fishing Vessel Engineer Nov 22 Hewitt, Gt Grimsby 

Jan KOvicH, FLora CuRistINA JACOBINA VON, Devonshire st, Nov 30 Behrend & Rodger, 
Surrey st, Strand 4 

Jouyxsox, Josern Leonarp, Kilham, Yorks Nov 30 W & W 8 Drawbridge, Scarborough 

Joyce, Grorcr Downs, Lansdown hill, West Norwood Nov 30 Cattarns & Co, Mark Jn 


emP, JoserH Ropert, Great Harwood, Lan Jotto y 3 
7 Fiend gr » Lancs, Cotton Manufacturer Nov 30 Read & 
NOWLES, Grorce Henry, Colville gdns, Kensi 
Nase f gdns, Kensington Nov 19 Hopgoods & Dowson, 
Lane, Wituiam, Salisbury Nov 20 Hodding & Jackson, Salisbury 
— Zicnoteom, Manchester, Fish Salesmen Noy 30 Chapman & Brocks, Man- 


Leister, Jurrana Evma, Twickenham Nov30 Jukes, Gray’s inn sq : 

MacLares, Peter, Manchester, Manufacturers’ Agent Nov 25 Preston & Smith 
Manchester 

Moraan, Hexpeat, Cheltenham Nov 30 Griffiths & Waghorne, Cheltenham 

Muserave, Wiiu1aM, Ingham, Lincs, Farmer Nov 22 Iveson & Son, (isinsborough 

Oates, Isaac, Mirfield Nov10 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 

Paynert, Anna, Ilford Nov18 Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury 

Parson, Wri1iaM Bevitt, Piymouth Nov 30 Hewitt & Uo, Leadenhall st 

Prinoir, Josern, West Falloden, Northumberland, Farmer Nov 25 
Alnwick 

Pryce, ALAN Cameron Bruce, Cheltenham Deel White & Co, Whitehall pl 

Reap, Wirt1am, Harpenden, Herts Nov 20 Tuckey, Harpenden 

SuHackte, Emtty, Hayes Dec 4 Hepburn, Westbourne grove 

Simons, Atraep Romer, Bow, Devon Nov30 Daw & Son, Exeter 

Simpson, Frances Jeyes, Bishopswood rd, Highgate Nov 22 
House 

Smrrusos, Saran, Ripon, Yorks Nov 30 Hutchinson, Ripon 

Sneci, KaTaeerine Ewa, Uttershaw, Surrey Nov 3) Cattarns & Co, Mark In 

Sournworrn, James Heyry, Clitheroe, Lancs, Cotton Manufacturer Decis Baldwin & 
Co, Clitheroe 

Sparrow, Heven, Halewood. nr Liverpool, Nov 22 Peacock & C», Liverpool 

Srexcer, Joun Warson, Impney, Droitwich, Steel Manufacturer Noy 25 Brown & Son, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

Sratxartr, Hues, Dover Nov29 E & A Elwin, Dover 


Douglas, 


Simpson, Copthall 


London Gazctte.—Turspay, Oct. 25. 


Ati, Jouy, Burraton, St Stephens by Saltash, Cornwall, Yeoman 
Peter, Holsworthy, Devon 

Ark, Tuomas, Morpeth, Northumberland, Farmer Nov 30 Brumell & Sample, New- 
castle upon Tyne 

Bacu, Epwarp Frank, Saltburn by the Sea, Yorks Nov20 Punch & Robson, Middis- 
brough 

Broventoy, WitiiaM, Rhos on Sea, Carnarvon Dec 7 Marriott & Co, Manchester 

Camppett, Emity Frances, Winchelsea, Sussex Dee 10 Pontifex & Co, St Avodrew st, 
Holborn circus 

Caweros, Grorak Coox, Tunbridge Wells Dec 10 Cripps & Co, Tunbridge Wells 

Crarke, Cuarces Pickenine, South Wimbiedon Dec 1 BSpottiswoode, Nortolk st, 
Strand 

Cour, Isaac Jaues, Heavitree, Devon Nov 30 Cook, Gracechurch st 

Coe, Taomas Groner, Parkfield st, Islington South East Nov 30 Cook, Grae church st 

Cornett, Epwakp, Holbrook Wortley, Tankersley, Yorks Nov | Wing, Sheffield 

CunpALL, Mary, Winksley, Yorks Nov 24 Edmundson & Gowland, Ripon, Yorks 

Dexter, Jane, Loughborough Deel Hands, Loughborough 

Fox Wiiutam Caar.es, Chelsea, Tailor Nov 30 Mann & Crimp, Essex st, Strand 

Goo.pren, Rorsa, Weston super Mare Dec 4 Dickioson & Co, Weston super Mare 

Harcovert. Ciarencr, Rochampton, Solicitor Dee 6 Montgomery & Co, Luigate hill 

Hearn, Witiiam, Cheltenbam, Solicitor Nov 30 Heath & Kcker-all, Chelteobam 

Hitt, Ricnarp Harris, Bromley Dec 1 Anitrew & Co. Great James st, Bedford row 

Higscu, Racuet Annie, Holland Park ay Nov 30 Freeth & Co, Nottingham 

Howipen, Grorck Cuarves, Birminghem, Grocer Nov 30 Rollason, Birmingham 

Jounson, Josern, Kelsall, Chester, Thre-hing Machine Owner Dec2 Grifliths Chester 

Keerys, Ricnarp Wi.uiaM, Hartfield, Sussex, Plumber Nov 30 Sprott & Sous, May- 
field, Sussex 

Layer, CuarLorre, Hythe, Kent Tov15 Atkinson & Stainer, Hythe 

Lanesnororau. the Right Hon Anne EvizankrH Dowager Countess of, East Grinstesd 
Nov 30 Peake & Co, Bedford row 

Lawson, Wititam Enenezer, Sale, Chester Nov 24 Ffampson & Price 

Linpsay. ALFXaNpER Fartcongr, Droxtord, Hants, Workhouse Master Dee 1 
& Co, Old Jewry 

MAtuixsox, Wittiam, Harrogate Nov 23 Gordon & Co, Bradford 

Martin, Samurt Garvick, Guildford Deel Warren & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Noswortuy, Percy Frrexcu, Crescentloa, Clapham Park Nov 24 Warburton, Grace- 
eburch st 

Payye, Ronert, Neath,Giam Nov 26 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 

Pricer, James, Wilmslow, Chester Dec14 Domakin & Co, Manchester 

Ricnarps, Humprrstone, Llanishen, nr Cardiff Nov 26 stephens, Ca: diff 

Ricnarps, Ricwarp, Pantglas Selattyn. Salop Nov 24 Minrhalls & Co, Oswestry 

Sanaioral, Giovanni, Lugano, Switzerland Nov 30 Venn & Woodcock, South sq, 
Gray's inn 

Saunpsére, Ciara, Ealing Nov 22 Gibson & Co, Lincoln's inn 

Scuraver, Witii1am, Ventnor, I of W, Merchant Nov 30 Helder & Co, Clement's inn 
Strand 

Simpsoy, James, South Waleham Saint Mary, Norfolk 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Srencer, Joseru, Victoria Park, Sheflighd Nov 13 Wake & Sors, Shetlield 

Symes, Henry Arcupacp, Redland, Bristol Nov 30 Osborne & Co, Bristol 

Witicocks, Mary Ann, Weston super Mare Dee 4 Dickin-on & Co, Weston suyer 
Mare 

Winsor, Prinir, Fast Dulwich Nov 29 Stilwell & Harry, Dover 

Strong, Vixceryt, Wimborne gdos, Ealing Dec2 Bartlett & +n, Bush In 

Terry, Rev GT M Messiter, Payhembury, Devon Nov 25 Geare & Mathew, Exeter 

Twosr, Joun, Baker’s In, Ealing, Butcher Nov 19 Rawlings & Butt, Walbrook 

Wesr, Tuomas, Brixton Nov 11 Van Sommer & Co, Arundel st, strand 

Wivpasn, Joun Henry, Walthamst.w, Varnish Manufacturer Dec lv Budd, Bishops- 
gate Without 

Wituiams, Water Exxis, Oxford, House Agent Nov 30 Hazel & Baines, Oxford 

Wyntes, Grorce Exuis, Buckland Ripers, borset Nov z2 Andrews, & Co, Weymouth 


Dec 4 Peter & 


Kimber 


Dec 23 Pennington & Bon, 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Oct. 29. 


Acre. Wiitiam, Swansea, Sea Pilot Nov26 Word, Swansea 

Barroot, Heyry Suarre, Tyrwhitt rd, Brockley, Woollen Merchant Nov7 EB& AR 
Barfoot, Koightrider st 

Barker, JANE ANN Wuairtaker, South Shore, Blackpool Dec 21 Banke, Blackpool 

Baxter, Epmusp, Doncaster, Solicitor Dec 6 Baxter & Co, Doncaster 

Baxrer, Louisa Exiza, Doncaster Dec6 Baxter & Co, Doncaster 

Bew.ey, Epwarp, Rotherham, Yorks Nov 29 Fenoughty, Rotherham 

Boyce, Henry, Hastings, Hotel Manager Dec18 Davenport & Co, Hastings 

Bray, Ricnarp Nicuois, Ramegate Nov 25 Double & Sons, Fore st, Cripplegate 

Cappy, Puruip, 8t Peter’s sq, Hammersmith Nov 30 Woodham & Co, Fleec st 

Cans, Tuomas, Luton, nr Chudleigh, Devon Nov 30 Sparkes & Co, Credi:on, Devon 

Capron, Fanxy, Guildown, Guildford, Nov 30 Capron & Sparkes, Guildford 

CyiurTsaM,|/HArgizrt Busn, Clevedon, Somerset Deci Halliley & Morrison, Be‘ ford 

Consett, ;D’Arcy Preston Warcor Peter, Paris Dec 10 Fooks & Co, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Compercepor, Georce, Annfield Plain, Durham, Grocer Dec 1 T & W G Maddison, 





Durbam 

Doxey, GirrarD, Scarborough Deel Birdsall & Cross, Scarborough 

Doveras, Mania Exuis, Nightingale In, Clapham Common Nov 30 Grskell, Broad st 
av, Blomfield st 

Farpiey. Mary Any, Shelton, Hanley Nov16 Alcock & Abberley, Burslem 

Froar, Feeperick, Ramsgate Dec 1l Robbins & Co, Strand 

Evans, WALTER Kicr, Neath, Glam Decl Williams, Neath 

Fowxes, Henry Rarer GroraGe, Coleman st, Solicitor Dec 10 Fowkes & Son, Coleman st 

Garret, THomas Dustoy, Mansfield, Notts Dec 15 Alcock, Mansfield 

Gureyyy, Grorce Watts, Barking, Essex, Surgeon Dec 14 Dowding, South sq, 
Gray’s inn 

Granam, Hareret Sopura, St Leonards on Sea Dec12 Langham & Co, Hastings 

Green James, Jous, Epping, Farmer Nov26 Richardson & Co, Much Hadbam, Herts 
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Hannis, Sanau, Balsall Heath, Worcester Jan 31 Coley & Coley, Birmingham 

Harrisoy, Tuomas Curnperrson, Middlesbrough, Labourer'Dec 8 Preston, Middlesbrough 

Hiaas, Josrrn, Peel st, Kensington Decl Durant, Basinghall st 

Hix, Amecta Dora, St Leonards on Sea, Sussex Nov 29 Dunkerton & Son, Bedford 
row 

Incu, James, Torquay Nov 20 Clode, Torquay 

Kay, Jacos, Thornton le Fylde, Lancs Banks, Blackpool 

Krnp, S1pnzy, Leytonstone, Builder Nov 30 Evans & Co, Theobalds rd, Bedford row 


Jan 2 


Laxarorp. Joun Brown, Wellington, Somerset, Commercial Traveller Nov17 Booker, 
Wellington 

Littywuire. Auraep, jun, Richmond, Builder Dec 11 Brooks & Heller, Upper 
Thames st 

Luyngy, James Maiapone, Foleshill, Warwick Nov 29 Orton, Coventry 

Maixe, Water, Little Clacton, Essex Dec 1 White, Clacton on Sea 

Manittire. Henry Witsoy, Lime st, Chartered Accountant Decll Maxwell & Damp- 


ney, Bishoprgate st Within 

MARSHALL, Rosa Lovursa, Richmond Dec 1 
inn 

Mirret, Jouw Totnurst, West Malling, Kent, Butcher Dec 1 Arthur Brenchley Mittel’, 
West Malling 

Paing, Ensen Humrarey, New York, USA Dec 11 Robinson & Co, Eastcheap 

Parison, Jouy, West Hartlepool, Shipwright Nov 30 Bell, West Hartlepool 

Prat, Innocent Caroutne, Nottingham Dec 27 Watson & Co, Nottingham 

Power, Harriett, Eastbourne Jan 1 Hillman & Co, Eastbourne 

Quarmny, Ricuarp, Linthwaite, Yorks, Stone Proprietor Dec 1 
Huddersfield 

Ricumonpb, Jonny, Mansfield, Notts 

SHagen, Anw Amezia, Malvern Nov30 Shaen & Co, Bedford row 

Suakusreare, VarinaH, Handsworth Nov 22 Brooks, Birmingham 

Sinccuatr, Evtey, Liverpool Nov15 Fox & Bradley, Liverpool 

Stewart, Cuartes Matcoim, Waterloo, Lancs, Shipbroker Nov 
Liverpool 

Swart, Exizapatn Cromwetyi, Dennington Park rd, West Hampstead Dec 11 
Son, Gray’s inn pl, Gray’s inn 

Turner, Joun, Galbraith st, Cubitt Town, Poplar 
bldgs, Gray’s ian 

Tytpey, Ricnarp James, Sittingbcurne 


Marshall & Pridham, Theobald’s rd, Gray's 


Ramsden & Co, 


Dec 14 Alcock, Mansfield 


30 Toulmin & Co 
Barron & 


Nov 8 Rubinstein & Co, Raymond 


Noy 30 Holt-Beever & Crowdy, Lincoln's inn 
Vaairy, Hawsnan, South Shore, Blackpool Dec 3 Banks, Blackpool 


Watton Jonny, Saltburn by the Sea, Yorks, Horse Dealer Dec 6 Jackson & Jackson 
Middlesbrough 
Waters, Witiiam, Newport Nov 27 Lloyd & Pratt, Newport, Mon 
Wi iiamson, Tuomas, Cockermouth, Cumberland Dec 20 Hayton & Co, Cockermouth 
Dec 13 Turaex & Osborn, Leadenhall st 
Decl Barry & Harris, Bristol 


Witson, Jonny, Bow rd, Bow, Draper 
Wrey, Henrietta Jane, Torquay 


London Gazette.—TurspAy, Nov. 2, 


Arkwricut, Epirn, St Annes on the Sea, Lancs Nov30 Lonsdale, St Annes on the 
Sea 


Armstrone, Curistoruer Joux, West India Dock rd, Ships’ Ironmonger Noy 30 


Mason & Co, High Holborn 
Aston, Samuvet, Kingston upon Hull, Ship Broker 


Nov 30 Thompson & Co, Hull 


Baxes, Eviza, Kidderminster Dec7 Talbot, Kidderminster 

Batt, Avausrus Feancis Wittram, Treherbert,Grocer Nov 27 Walter, Treherbert 

Beecu, Joun Wittiam, Tean, Staffs Dec10 Hawthorn, Uttoxeter 

Beyer, Eanst Jonann Friepaicu, Manchester Dec 17 Foulds & Laycock, Manchester 

Bryne, Jabez Henry, Harrogate Dec15 Innes, Manchester 

Birp, Wittiam, Stockport Dec7 Green, Stockport 

Biss, Dr Husert Etwyn Jonezs, Eastbourne Nov 30 Rye & Eyre, Golden sq 

Braprorp Rev Frevericx Fowier, Swanage Dec 1 Brooks & Oo, Doctors’ Commons 

Buceiano, Epwm Samug., Southampton, House Decorator Decl Hallett & Martin, 
Southampton 

soe, Cuaries TuurmMAN, Handsworth, Watchmaker Dec 10 Perry & Co, Birming- 
ham 


Cameron, Any, Eastbourne Decl Ginn & Co, Cambridge 

Castie, Caruarine Mary, Clifton, Bristol Dec2 Osborne & Co, Bristol 
Ccuark, Incuam, Kingston upon Hull, Clerk D2c16 Jackson & Son, Hull 
Coney, Jutia, Murray av, Hounslow Decl Coleman & Co, Surrey st, Strind 


Core, Freperick Cuartes, Bolingbroke grove, Wandsworth Common Nov 30 
Pearman, Norfolk st 


Drake, Rev Freperick Epwarp Tyrwuaitt, Sherborne, Dorset Dec 21 
Sherborne 


Gattey, Tuomas, Marden, Hereford, Wheelwright Dec 10 Humfrys & Symonds, Hereford 
Gorr, Grorcr, Kew, Nov 27 Snow & Co, Great St Thomas Apost Je, Queen st 

Gorpon, Ciara, Manchester, Picture Frame Dealer Nov 29 Heath & Sons, Manchester 
Heath & Sons, Manchester 

Locker, Birm- 


Barton & 


Bartlett & Sons, 


Gairrin, Saran, Heaton Chapel, Lancs Nov 29 

Haretry. James, jun, Edington, Warwick, Glass Manufacturer Dec 11 
ingham 

Hatron, Rev WittidAm Ropertr Fixca, Kettering Dec 1 Meredith 
Lincoln's inn 

KinawAy, Tuomas, Manchester, Gas Stoker Nov 30 Adams, Manchester 

Leapiey, James, York Dec5 Gudgeon & Co, York 


Mrronery, Cuarvrs, Middleton on the Wolds, Yorks Decl Burland & Macturk, South 
Cave 80, Yorks 


Nicnoitis, Ricaarp, Grays, Essex, Bricklayer Dec 16 Mundell, Godliman st 
Parkes, W1L114M, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler Nov 30 Stephens, Cardiff 
Parrott, WILLIAM, Westonsuper Mare Decl Smith & Sons, Weston super Mare 
Prorit, Tuomas Bolton, Grocer Dec4 Kenyon & Stubbs, Bolton 

RADCLIFFE, JANE Henperson, Folkestone Decl Neale, Queen Victoria st 
Ropinsox, HELEN Janet, Dover Nov 30 Maddison & Co, Old Jewry 

Rutiey, Wiiu14m, Conduit st Dec15 Langlois & Co, Leadenhall st 

Saver, James, St Annes on the Sea, Lancs Nov 29 Heath & Sons, Manchester 
Sranninc, Mary Henzietta, Manchester Nov 30 Jones & Co, Manchester 


Stimson, Jerrery Jonny, Higher Crumpsall, Manchester, Leather Merchant 
Heath & Sons, Manchester 


Swinton, Anson, Eastbourne Dec 20 Treherne & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Tuomsoy, Atice, Champion park, Denmark hill Dec8 Hores & Co, Lincolo’s inn fieldg 
Toomer, THomas, Andover, Southampton Dec2 Graham, Andover 

Wanrsurton, Evizasetu, Warrington Nov 25 Fox & Bradley, Liverpool 

Woop tanp, Freperick, Weston super Mare Dec9 Channer & Channer, Taunton 
Waicut, Davin, Halifax Decl Dey, Halifax 

Wvrwnye, Catuesix£, Birkenhead Nov 30 Gregson & Sharman, Liverpool 


& Co, New sq, 


Nov 29 








King’s Lynn 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


Frerar, Arraur, Wisbech St Peter, C: pein, Butcher 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 


Puivuirs, Gerorce, Itchen, nr Southampton, Marke 
Gardener Southampton Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 


: : Gameiry, Witt1AM Henry, Boston, Lincs, Sail Maker | Pickves, Atpert, Halifax, Picture Framer Halifax Pet 
London Gazette,—Frivay, Oct. 29. Boston Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25° j Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Gi — tae Wigan, Builder Liverpool Pet Oct 21 Rueeeuses, HERBERT, Sheffield, Cc ommission Agent 
Barry, Grorrrey Grorce, HMS Centurion High Court | Gopp 7 . kanata ibis ' Sheffield Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 2 
Ord Oct 26 zi pparp, Dovatas Hooker, Leicester Leicester Pet Rozerts, Epwarp Tomas paal and LLewriyx 


Pet Sept 21 
Barvens, Tuomas Freperic, 


Oct 12 Ord Oct 25 
Old st, London, Licensed Vic- ches 


Rosegrts, Pwllheli, Carnarvon, Corn Merchants Port- 


tualler High Court PetOct8 Ord Oct 25 — bale oy Hw tom, Scffolk, Farmer Col- madoc Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
3LACKBURN, Tuomas, Ilkley, Yorks, Farmer Bradford chester Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 Sarr, Wier r , ‘ing ) ici 
A » sik , ote < sete EE 3 .L1AM, Vale grove, Finsbury Park, Optician 
Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 27 Harris, ALbert Epwarp, Shoreham, Sussex, Grocer Chileentonl ’ Pet Aug 16 Ord Oct 25 


Biyrux, Joun, Horncastle, Lincs, Engineer Lincoln Pet Brighton Pet Oct 27 


Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 


Bovury, Fraxx Rotanp, Minehead, Somerset, Baker Farm, Rhyl, Flint, 
Taunton Pet Oct25 Ord Oct 25 Ord Oct 27 
Booy, Joun Lxonarp, Cheltenham, House Decorator | H0vtT Francis, 


Ord Oct 25 
Hovsuam, 
High Court Pet Oct 26 


Cheltenham Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 


Burkey, WIL.1Am, Hunts Cross, Lancs, Builder Joun WItiiam, 


Liverpool 


Ord Oct 27 
Heatuoote, Fraycis, and Joun Hearacotre, Tynewydd 
Farmers 


Sheffield, Bottler Sheffield 


Beech st, 
Ord Oct 26 


Secxer, Srantey, Littleport, Cambs, Grocer Cambridge 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

| Sa1eLps, Henry, Hawnby, nr Helmsley, Yorks, Joiner 
Northallerton Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 23 

Simpson, Cuartes Henry, Woolwich, Licensed Victualler 
Greenwich Pet Sept 20 Ord Oct 26 

Smiru, Lieut A Frayx Austen, Gieen st, Parkin High 





Bangor Pet Oct 27 
Pet Oct 25 


Barbican, Tailor 


Pet Oct 8 Ord Oct 27 2 ¢ 9R 
Burr, Annié Exvizaneta, Milford Haven, Pembroke Fish How asp, Bevsauin, Ilkeston, Clothice Derby Pet Oct ncn, Hae | Bang Notts, Licensed 
Merchant Pembroke Dock Pet Oct£7 Ord Oct 27 22 Ord Oct 22 ” ‘Wietualler Nottingham Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
Castie, Water, Guiseley, Yorks, Nurseryman Leeds | [ppoy, Atsert, Wigan, Fish Salesman Wigan Pet Oct | Spencetayn, Witt1am Brown Retr, Chatham, Wine 


Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 26 Ord Oct 26 


Coorrr, Jamrs, Rothe’ rah Builder Sheffield Pet Oct 26 
Ord Oct 2 


Keever, Joun Ervest Benxsamix, Church Orchard, Staple, 


Merchant Rochester Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
Spur.ina, 8Stepagn, Leeds, Club Steward Leeds Pet Oct 23 
Ord Oct 23 


—, — M, Page ow rd, Southwark High Kent, Market Gardener Canterbury Pet Out 2% Sranrorp, Henry, Smethwick, Staffs, Clerk West Brom- 
yu et Sept 29 Ord Oct 26 oxe, C r . wich Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
Cowtisuaw, Henry Grorcr, Bishopsgate st Without, Bus Tunbridge Welle Pet Oar Oat eee ‘of Music Sraytey, James, Ruehton, Staffs, Farmer Macclesfield 


Hosier High Court Pet Oct27 Ord Oc 

Crove a. Wit1ir Epwarn, Newport, I of bl Commercial 
Traveller Newport Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 

Deaves, Isaac, Abergavenny, Baker Seti Pet Oct 
22 Ord Oct 22 

Doyovan, Cornetius, Caeharris, Dowlais, Merthyr Tydfil, | Meenan, Appy, 
Colliery Weigher Merthyr Tydfil Pet Oct 26 Ord Pet Oct 8 Ord Oct 27 
Oct 2 Mives, Ricnarp WILLIAM. 

Dovetas, “™ FRED, Barrow.in Furness, Clogger Barrow in 
Furness Pet Oct 25 Oxd Oct 28 


Pet Oct 27 
Lazenby, JAMES, 


Ord Oct 27 


er’ ne 8, Pall Mall pl High Court Pet Sept8 Ord Pet Au 12 Ord Oct 27 
MveGrave, 
Ev. a 2A tLyM, Penywern, Dowlais, Merthyr Tydfil, Col- 26 Ord Oct 26 
lier Merthsr Tydfil Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 Nixoyx, Samugt Epwakrp, 
Fisner, Grorce Seary, West Hartlepool, Solicitor Sun- Sussex, Carponter 
deriand Pet Sept 30 Ond Oct 26 Oct 27 


Sparrow Green, Wadhurst, 
Tunbridge Wells 


Lawton, Wit.1ay, Radcliffe, Lancs, Mill Manager Bolton 


Saltburn by the my 
Middlesbrough Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 2 
Norfolk st, Strand, tenn High Court 
Eccles, 


Traveller Salford Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
Montacu, Rosgert Scott, Tunbridge Wells High Court 


‘rank, Armley, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Oct 


Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 


Taytor, Henry, Hollinwood, Oldham, 
Oldham Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
Tuomas, Wiiti1aM, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Carter 

Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
Tuomeson, Joun P, Clarence Gate gdns, Regents Park 
High Court Pet Augi12 Ord Oct 26 
VILLENEUVE, HermAny, Morning In, Hackney, 
High Court Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 


Wat.vace, Tuomas, - ccc Grocer 
Oct 19 Orj Oct 2 

Witiramson, Perc y Ricnagp, 8t eaten, Bristol, Jeweller 
Bristol Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 


Pork Butcher 
Yorks, Fitter 
Bangor 


Lanes, Commercial 


Baker 


Sunde:land Pet 


Pet Oct27 Ord 


Wiuiams, Tuomas, Porthcawl, Glan 1, Hairdresser Card ff 
Ord Oct 25 Pet Cct 25 





aw 











1909. 


reherbert 


Wanchester 


1 
Commons 


>) & Martin, 


4o, Birming- 


l 
) Barton & 
lett & Sons, 


s, Hereford 
st 
fanchester 


ker, Birm- 


urk, South 


Mare 


t Nov 29 


s inn fleldg 


nton 


n, Marke 
et 26 

lifax Pet 
m Agent 


JLEWRLYN 
nts Port- 


Optician 
sambridge 
ks, Joiner 
Victualler 
In High 
Lice nsed 
m, Wine 
Pet Oct 23 
‘st Brom- 


acclesfield 
Butcher 


Bangor 
nts Park 
Vy Baker 
and Pet 


Jeweller 


Card ff 
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Woop, Grorce Hersert, and Fraxk Taorntoy, Birstal, 
Yorks, Dyers Dewsbury Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26, 


Amended Notice substituted for that ee in 
the London Gazette of Oct 
Sapive, Joun Freperick, Ealing amiteet Pet Sept 2 
Ord Sept 29 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Middlesbrough, Billiard Saloon Manager 


Acoy, JAMES, 
Albert rd, 


Nov 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbre, 
Middlesbrough 
Asx, Pexcy Dempster, Lanercost rd, Tulse Hill, 
Nov 8at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Barvess, THomas FREDERICK, Oid st, London, Licensed 
Victualler Nov 8at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Boots, James Henry, Cockermouth, Cumberland Nov 8 
at 230 Court house, Cockermouth 


Clerk | 


CasTLe, WaLrsr, Guiseley, Yorks, Nurseryman Nov 9 at | 


11.30 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Corset, Witi1am, Walworth rd, Southwark Nov 9 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldge, Carey st 

Cross, Mary Misse_ie, Plymouth, Dairy Keeper Nov8 
at 3.30 7, Buckland terr, Plymouth 

Deaves, Isaac, Abergavenny, Baker Nov9 at 12 Nevill 
Rooms, Nevill st, Abergavenny, Mon 

Dowp.e, Epwarp Corng.Livus, Swansea, Baker Nov 9 at 
11,30 Off Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary’s st, Swansea 

E.iis, ArtHUR, Pall Mall pl Nov 9 at 11 
bidgs, Carey st 

Fatcy, Gustave Leon, Ramegate, General Merchant 
Nov 6 at 10.30 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Gametix, Wict1am Henry, Boston, Lincs, Sail Maker 
Nov 11 at 12.30 Off Rec, 4and 6, West st, Boston 

Garrigtp, Epwarp Grorce, Pontycymmer, Glam, Tailor 
Nov1l0at3 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Giteert, Hogace Water, and Hersert Green, Boston, 
Tailors Nov 1lat 12 Off Rec, 4 and6, West st, Bostun 

Harper, Water, Thorp2 Morieux, Suffolk, Farmer Nov 
12 at 2.15 Cups Hotels, Colchester 

Heap, Kicnhagp Geouce, Swansea, Grocer Nov 9 at 11 
Off Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary’s st, Swansea 

Hovusuam, Joun Witutam, Beech st, Barbican, Tailor Nov 
9 at z.30 Benkruptcyv bldgs, Carey st 

Ippon, ALbert, Wigan, Fish Salesman Nov 10 at 3 19, 
Exchange st, Boiton 

Irvine, CuarLtes Granam, Cheltenham, Bank Official 
Nov 6 at 3.15 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Keer, Watter Wittiam, Sidcup, Kent, Stockbroker 
Nov 8 at 2.30 115, High st, Rochester 

Lawton, WiivraM, Radclitfe, Lancs, Mill Manager Nov 10 
at339 19, Exchange st, Bolton 


Lazenby, James, Saltburn by the Sea, Yorks, Fitter Nov 


9 at 11.45 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert 1d, Middles- | 


bioogh 

McDowacp, Wii114M, North Shields, Grocer 
Off Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

McDowa.p, Witi1am, Birmingham, Painter Nov 8 at 12 
Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Macer, Joun, Bajsall Heath, Birmingham, Baker Nov 
8 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporati » m st, Bir- 
mingham 

Muserave, Frank, Armley, Leeds, Tailor Nov 9 at 12 
Off Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Norais, Faank, Kingston upon Hull, Butcher Nov 6at 11 
Off Rec, York City Bank chmpbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

Ocpen, Joun Witwram, Chesterfield, Confectioner 
at 12 Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 

Owen, Davin Ricnarp, Lianfachraeth, Anglesey, Innkeeper 
Nov 8 at 12 Crypt cnmbre, Chester 

Puitiva, Georce, Itchen, nr Southampton, Market 
Gardener Nov 6 at il Off Rec, Midland Bank «hwbrs, 
Bigh st, Southampton 

Pickerinec, Wiit1aAM, Newcastle on Tyne, Stationer Nov 
6at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Pickies, ALBERT, Halifax, Picture Framer Nov 10 at 
10.45 County Court, Prescott st, Halifax 

Roserts, Witiram, Goree, Camrose, Pembroke, Farmer 
Nov 6 at 12.45 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Simpson, Coartes Henay, Woolwich, Licensed Victualler 
Nov 8 at 11.30 132, York 1d, Westminster Bridge 

Soutssy, Fxayx, Kingston upon Hull, Timber Merchant 
Nov 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Low- 
gate, Hull 

Spurtine, Stepney, Leeds, Club Steward Nov 9 at 11 
Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Tuomas, Janet CaTuEnine, Cowbridge, Glam, Purveyor 
of Meat Nov 8 at 11.15 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, 
Cardiff 


Nov 6 at 11 


Nov 8 


| THomsor, Joun P, Clarence Gate gdns, Regent’s Park 
Nov 8 at 11 Bankruptcy bldg», Carey st 
ViILLENEUVE, Hunmann, Morning in, Hackney, Baker Nov 
| 8at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Warp, Tuomas Tuornton, ttoxeter, Staffs, Builder Nov 
at 3.30 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Oct 26 : 


Wairtmore, Cuartes Epwarp, Leicester Nov 3 at 12 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Biytae, Joun, Horncastle, Lincs, Engineer Lincoln Pet 


Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Bopixy, Frank Rotanp, Minehead, Somerset, Baker 
Taunton Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 26 

Booy, Jouw Leronarp, Cheltenham, House Decorator 
Cheltenham Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

Buer, Anniz Exizasetu, Milford Haven, Pembroke, Fish 
Merchant Pembroke Dock Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 


| Cagitte, James, Sidcup, Kent, Insurance Clerk Rochester 


Bankruptcy | 


Pet June 23 Ord Oct 26 
Castte, Water. Guiseley, 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
Cooper, James, Rotherham, 
26 Ord Oct 27 
Crovcuer, Witiie Epwarp, Newport, I of W, Comet 
Traveller Newport Pet Oct 25° Ord Oct 25 


Yorks, Nurseryman Leeds 


Builder Sheffield Pet Oct 


Deaves, Isaac, Abergavenny, Baker Tredegar Ord Oct 


| Feeear, 


22 Ord Oct 22 

Donovan, Cornecius, Caeharris, Dowlais, Merthyr Tydfi!, 
Colliery Weigher Merthyr Tydfil Pet Oct 26 Ord 
Oct 26 

Dove.as, ALFRED, Barrow in Furness, Clogger Barrow 
in Furness Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

Evans, Gwitym, Penywern, Dowlais, Merthyr Tydfil, 
Collier Merthyr Tydfil Pet Oct 24s Ord Oct 26 

Arrnur, Wisbech Saint Peter, Cambridge, 
Butcher King’s Lynn Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

Games.in, WiLtiam Hewry, Boston, Sail Maker Boston 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

Harrer, Water, Thorpe a Suffolk, Farmer Col- 
chester Pet Oct 2 Ord Ost 25 

Harkgis, Avsert Epwarp, Shoreham, 
Brighton Pet Oct 27 Ord Uct 27 

Hearncore, Francis, and Joun Heatruoorr, Tynewydd 
Farm, khyl], Fiint, Hotel Keepers Bangor Pet Oct 27 
Ord Oct 27 

How t, Francis, Sh effield, Bott'er Sheffield Pet Oct 25 
Ord Oct 25 

Hovusuam, Jonny Wittiam, Beech st, 
High Court Fet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Howakp, Bensamin, Likeston, Clothier Derby 
Ord Oct 22 

Howes, Rosert Oviver, North Walsham, Norfolk, Grocr 
Norwich Pet Oct6 Ord Oct 26 

Ippon, AtBerRt, Wigan, Fish Salesman Wigan Pet Oct 
26 Ord Oct 26 

Keever, Joun Eaxest BenJsamiy, Church Orchard, Staple, 
Kent, Market Gardener Canterbury Pet Oct 26 Ord 
Oct 26 

LawrTos, W1xu1aM, Radcliffe, Lancs, Milk Manager Bolton | 
Pet Oct 27. Ord Oct 27 

Lazenpy, James, Saltourn by the Sea, Yorks, 
Middlesbrough Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

McDonatp, Witttam, North Shields, Grocer Newcastle 
on Tyne PetOct2 Ord Oct 25 

Mives, Ricaarp Wi tram, Eccles, Lancs, Commerc ial | 
Traveller Salford Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 2 

Moy, Hersert WinTER, Wiltoa 4, Twickentam, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 26 

Musarave, Frank, Armley, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Oct 
26 Ord Oct 27 | 

Nixox, Samogt Epwarp, Sparrows Green, Wadhurst, 


Sussex, Grocer 


Barbican, Tailor 


Pet Oct 22 


Fivter 


Sussex, Carpenter Tunbridge Wells Pet Oct 27 Ord | 
Oct 27 
Purves, WrittramM, Weston super Mare, Farmer’ Bridg- 


water Pet Sept8 Ord Sept 29 
Purtuirs, Groras, Itchen, nr southampton, Market Gar- | 
dener Southampton Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
Pickus, ALBERT, — Picture Framer Halifax Pet | 
Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
Ricuarpson, Herpert, Sheffield, Commission Agent Shef- 


tield Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Roserrs, Epwarp Tuomas Davies, and LiurweLiyn 
Roverrs, Pwilheli, Carrarvon, Corn Merchants 
Portmadoe Pet Oct25 Ord Oct 25 | 


Sec -_ STANLEY, een, Cambs, Grocer Cambridge 
t Oct 25 Ord Oct 

| Sums, Hewry, net ol nr Helmeley. 
Northallerton Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

| Gucpue,Geonae, ie oS Plate Worker Southamp- 
ton Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 

Saira, Feepgaick Ricnaagp, Carltoo, Notts, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Nottingham Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 : 

Spencetays, Wituiam Brows Retr, Chatham, Wine 
Merchant Rechester Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

| Sporuine, Sternen, Headingley, Leeds, Club 
Leeds PetOct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Sranrorp, Henry, Smethwick, Staffs, Commercial Clerk 
West Bromwich Pet Oct 27 Ord Uct 27 

Srayiey, James, Rushton, Staffs, Farmer Macclesfield 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

Tay.or, Henry, Hollinwood, em, Pork Butcher 
Oldham Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 2 

Tuomas, Witiiam, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Carter 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 


Yorks, Joiner 


Steward 


Bangor 


VILLENEUVR, Baha Morning In, Hackney, Baker 
High Court Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Witurams, Tuomas, Porthcawl, Glam, Hairdresser Cardiff 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 ; 

Wiiiamson, Peacy Ricuagp, Bristol, Jeweller Bristo 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

Woop, Georos Heapert, and Frank Tuornton, Birstall, 


Yorks Dewsbury Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 


London Gazetle,—Turspay, Novy 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Core, Witiiam, Fence Houses, Durham, 
Durham Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

CorsisHLey, SamurL Georas, Blackburn, Builder 
burn Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Davipson, Jony, Longtown, Cumberland, Ca:ter 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 30 


Confectioner 
Black- 


Carlisle 


Ducker, Georce Wii.iam, Kingston upon Hull Great 
Grimeby Pet Oct 9 Ord Oct 25 : 
| Eartineton, Caarites, Walton on Thames Kingston, 


| Eartay, 


| McDonatp, } Age 1am, Birmingham, Painter 


| PLASKITT 
| Rawcrwes, Mark Ceci, Branksome, 
| Renssaw, WILLIAM Seeeer, Stafford, Engineer 


| Row kg, Fe gd , Audley, Staffs, Butcher Hanley 
18 


Surrey Pet Sept 2t Ord Oct 3) 

Samurt, Long acre, Coachbuilder’s Manager 
High Court Pet Aug 25 Ord Oct 20 

Granam, Hues, James Granam, and 
Granam, Beechburn, Durham, Miners 
Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Harnitt, Josian Georce, Madingley, Cambridge, Far- 
mer Cambridge Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 


Joun Witiiam 
Durham Pet 


Haywarp, ARTHUR James, Chatham, Corn Merchant 
Rochester Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Heyrtor, Eranest, Lawrence In High Court Pet Oct 1 
Ord Oct 29 

Hoge, Jouys Atvay, Darlington, Sate Builder Stockton 


on Tees Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 2 

Howagp, Freperick BEnJAMis, Sheffield, Wheelwright 
Sheftield Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 3v 

Howe.ts, Davip Jonxs, Pontiottyn, a. Grocer Mer- 
thyr Tydfil Pet Oct28 Ord Oct x8 

Humbert, Wittiam, Queen Victoria st, Stock Dealer 
High Court Pet May 29 Ord Oct 29 

Hypk, Epirs Emiry Ferais, Queen st, Hammersmith, Corn 
Chandler High Court Pet July 15 Ord Oct 29 

Jonrs, Davip Kvans, Criccieth, NeRNAVER, 
Portmadoc Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 2¢ 


Grocer 


Birmiogham 


Pet Oct Ord Oct 28 

Mastin, baling Catford, Boot Repairer Greenwich 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

Nicnotson, Annis, Wakefield, Cycle Dealer Wakefield 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

Oxzam, Taomas, Salisbury, Labourer Salisbury Pet Oct 28 


Ord Oct 28 
Pannett, Artuur, Gestingthorpe, Essex, Wheelwright 
Colchester Pet Oct 28 Ord Uct 28 
, ARTHUR Horton, Great Grimsby Great Giimsby 
Pet ct 27 Ord Oct 27 
Dorset, Clerk Poole 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
Hanley 
Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 29 
Pet Oct 
Oct 29 
Scarsroves, Reroamwarp Joun, Colyford, 
Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 29 


Devon Exeter 


Statee, ALsert, West Bromwich, Dairyman West 
Bromwich Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 30 
Situ, Doveras Evwin, Piccadilly, Solicitor High Court 


Pet Septlu Ord Oct 28 

















HE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


RIOORGATE 


FUND. LIMITED. 


ESTA BLISHED IN 1880. 


SrRsasmT, LONDom, 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS — LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeais to Quarter sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ana supervision of the Corporation. 


X | 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


on apolication. 
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Situ, Eanrst, Pershore, Worcester, Cider Manufacturer 
Worcester Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
Tickxie, Wititiam, Rugby Coventry Pet Ord 

Oct 28 
Vincent, Norman Hirt, 
Maoufacturer High Court 
Watson, Josern Ronert, Swaneea, 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 29 
Watts, Arpan Tomas, 
Newport, Mon Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 2s 
Wraioar, Samvugt, Beeston Hill, Leeds, Commission Agent 
Leeds Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
Amended Notice substitut:d for that jane od in the 
London Gazette of Oct 29 


Oct 28 
Walthamstow, Mineral Water 
Pet Oct 1 Ord Oct 28 

Metal Broker Swansea 


Pontypool, Mon, 


Eccles, Lanes, 
Ord Oct 2 


Mites, Ricuarp WIi11am, 
Traveller Salford Pet Oct 27 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Rayner, James, Glaskin rd, Hackney, Licensed Messenger 
High Court Rec Ord Sejt 9 Rese Oct 27 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Back, James, Brook, Kent, Farmer Novy 10 at 
Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Bavis, Georrrry Grorar, HMS Centurion 
Kankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Biacksuan, Tuomas, Ilkley, Yorks, 
Off Rec, 12, Duke st,'Bradfod 

Coorrr, James, Rotherham, Builder 
Kee, Figtree In, Steffi-ld 

Cowuisuaw, Henay Groncr, Bishopsgate st Without, 
Hosier Nov li at 11 Baenkruptey blogs, Carey st 

Croucusr, Wittiz Eowarp, Newport, I of W, Commercial 
Traveller Nov 18 at 3 Off Rec, 33a, Holyrood st, 
Newport, I of W 

Donovan, Corne.ivus, Caeharris, Dowlais, Merthyr Tydfil, 
Colliery Weigher Nov 10 «at 12.15 Off Rec, County 
Court, Townhall, Merthyr Tydfil 

Dove.as, ALFxep, Barrow in Furness, Clogger Nov 10 at 
at 11.15 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Fu: ness 

Eartuy, Samurt, Long Acre, Coach Builder’s Manager 
Nov12at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Evans, Gwitym, Penywern, Dowlais, Merthyr Tydfil, 
Collier Nov 10 at12 Off Rec, County Court, Towa- 
hall, Merthyr Tydfil 

Frerar, Artaur, Wisbech 8t Peter, Cambridge, Butcher 
Nov 10 at12 Off Kec, 8, King st, Norwich 

G.pvarp, Doueitas Hooker, Leicester Noy 10 at 12 
tec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Hanes, Ateert Evwarp, shoreham, Sussex, Grocer 
11 at 10.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, B:ighton 

Heytor, Ernest, Lawrence In Nov 12 at 2.3) Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hopes, WittiamM HAney, 
Dairyman Nov 11 at 11.30 

Hovtt, Francis, Sheflield, Bottler 
Ree, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Howanrp, Besxsamin, Likeston, Derby, Clothier 
12 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Howes, Ropert Oviver, North Walsham, Norfolk, 
Nov 10 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8. King st, Norwich 

Houmpert, Wi.tiam. Queen Victoria st, Stock 
Nov 15 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Joxxs, Joun Mornay, Aigouith, Liverpool, Coach Builder 
Nov 12at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Jos¥s, Percy Harouip, Shanklin, I of W, Wine Merchant 
Nov 13 at 3.30 Off Rec, 33a, Holyrood st, Newport, 
I of W 

Lorp, Joun Hereert, Ashford, Kent 
Otf Rec, 68a, Cavrtle st, Canterbury 

Maynere, Georce, and Curisroruer THomas Grizvirson 
Manners, West Hartlepool, House Agents 
3 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 

Martix, Witviam, Catford, Keat, Boot Repairer 
at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Meruay, Abpy, Norfolk st, Strand, Journalist 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mires, Kicwarp Witiiam, Eccles, Lanes, 
Traveller Nov 10 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
chester 

Monraau, Roperr Scott, Tunbridge Wells 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Nicuo.soy, Anniz, Wakefield, Cycle Dealer Novy 10 at 11 

ff Rec, 6, Bong ter, Wakefield 

Oram, Tuomas, Salisbury, Labourer Novy 11 atl 
City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 

Paynett, Anrtruur, Gestingthorpe, E ssex, 
Nov 12 at 1.45 Cups Hotel, Colchester 

Rawutins, Mark Ceci, Branksome, Poole, Dorset, 
Nov ll at 11.15 Arcade chmbrs (first floor), 
mouth 

Ricuarpson, Hersert, Sheffield, Commission Agent Nov 
llat1 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Row .ry, Pescy, Audley, Staffs, Butcher Noy 10at 11.30 
Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Su1etps, Henry, Hawnby, nr Helmsley, 
Nov 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, 
Middlesbrough 

Smiru, Lieut A Frawx Austin, Green st, Park In Noy 10 
at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Smita, Doveras Evwiny, Piccadilly, Solicitor Nov 10 at 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Spexcetayy, WItcLiam Brown Ratpn, Chatham, 
Merchant Nov 15at2.45 115, High st, 

Srayiey, James, Rushton, Staffs, Farmer Noy 
11 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 

Tayior, Henry, ’Hollinwood, Oldham, Pork Butcher 
Oldham Nov 12 at 11.80 Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

Norman Hitt, Walthamstow, Mineral Water 

Novllat1l1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 


10.30 Off 
Noy 11 
Farmer Novy 10 at 3 


Nov 12 at 12 Off 


Nov 


Heath Town, Wolverhampton, 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Nov ll at i230 Off 


Grocer 


Nov 11 at 9.15 


Noy 12 
Nov 12 at 


Off Rec, 
Wheelwright 


Clerk 
Bourne- 


Yorks, Joiner 
Albert rd, 


Wine 
tochester 


11 at 


VINCENT, 
Manufacturer 
8st 

Wass, Witt1am Harry, Sheffield, Metallurgist Nov 11 
at12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Werks, Grorce Rowianp, Palmer’s Green, Builder 
10 at12 14, Bedford row 

Witirams, Tuomas, Porthcawl, Glam, Hairdresser 
12at 12.15 Off Rec, 117, 8t "Mary st, Cardiff 


Nov 


Nov 


Hay Merchant | 


a mmercial 


at 12 








LIFE 


INTERESTS 





REVERSIONS 





(Absolute or Contingent) 


PURCHASED. 
Good prices given for approved Securities. 


LOANS GRANTED 





Upon Security ot Life Interests, Reversions, &c. 


MORTGAGES 





BUSINESS CARRIED 


STAR LIFE 


Proposal Forms 
on 
application. 


J. DOUGLAS WATSON 





Upon first-class business or residential property considered. 


THROUGH WITHOUT DELAY, 


SOCIETY, 
32, Moorgate Street, E.C. 





ASSURANCE 


Assets: 
£6,500,000 


» F.LA., Manager and Actuary. 








| Waicut, 
Off | 


Nov 11 at 

| CORBISHLFY, SAMUEL GEORGE, Blackburn, Builder 
| COWLISHAW 
Dealer | ig, 
| DUCKER, 


| EATON, 


Nov 11 at | 


Commercial | 
Man: | 


Nov 10 at 2.30 | 





Henry, Brunswick rd, Poplar, Draper 


WooDAttL, 
White Hart Hotel, March 


at 11.15 
SAMUEL, 
Nov 10 at 11 off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

BLACKBURN, THOMAS, Ilkley, 
14 Ord Oct 28 

3URKEY, WILLIAM, Hunts Cross, Lancs, 
pool Pet Ucts8 Ord Oct 30 

CoLe, WILLIAM, Durham, Confectioner 
23 Ord Oct 28 

CORBET, WILLIAM, Walworth rd, Southwark 
Pet Sept 29 Ord Oct 29 


Builder Liver- 
Durham 
High Court 


Black- 

Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct? 

HENRY GEORGE, Bishopsgate st nee, 

High Court Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 2! 

GEORGE WILLIAM, — upon Hull Great 

Grimsby Pet Oct9 Ord Oct 2 

JOHN OVINGTON, Miles in, —— st, Merchant 
High Court Pet Feb 4 Ord Oct 2 

FANE, CECIL, Leadenhall st. General 
Court Pet July 26 Ord Oct-28 

GARNETT, JOHN B, Upper st, Islington, Chemist High | 
Court Pet Sept 15 Ord Oct 28 

GRAHAM, HUGH, JAMES GRAHAM, and JOHN WILLIAM 
GRAHAM, Beechburn, nr Crook, Durham, Miners 
Dutham Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 


burn 


Hosier 


Merchant 


| HARRITT, JOSIAH GEORGE, Madinglev Cambridge, Farmer 


Cambridge Pet Oct 30 Ord Uct 30 / 

HAYWARD, ARTHUR JAMES, Chatham, 
tochester Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

HOWARD, FREDERICK BENJAMIN, S8hetileld, Wheelwright 
Sheffleld Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

JOHNSON, JAMES, Coleman st, Coal 
Pet Aug 31 Ord Oct 28 

JONES, DAVID EVANS, Criccieth, Carnarvon, 
Portmadoc Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

MARTIN, WILLIAM, Catford, Boot Repairer 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

MEDCALF, CHARLES EDWARD, Birmingham, Hydraulic 
Engineer Birmingham Pet Sept1u Ord Oct 28 

NICHOLSON, ANNIE, Wakefield, Cycle Dealer Wakefield 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

ORAM, THOMAS, Salisbury, Labourer 
28 Ord Oct 23 

PANNELL, ARTHUR, Gestingthorpe, Fssex, Whee wright 
Cc colchester Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

PLASKITT, ARTHUR HORTON, 
Grimsby Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

RAWLINS, MARK CECIL, Branksome, Poole, 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

ROWLEY," Percy, Audley, Staffs, 
Oct 18 Ord Novl 

SABINE, JOHN FREDERICK, Ealing 
Ord Oct 28 

SLATER, ALBERT, West Bromwich, 
Bromwich Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 30 

SMITH, ERNEST, Pershore, Worcester, Cider ,Manufacturer 
Worcester Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

TICKLE, WILLIAM, Rugby Coventry Pet Oct 
Oct 28 

WALLACE, THOMAS, Sunderland, Grocer Sunderland 
Oct 19 Ord Oct 28 

WALSH, JOHN THOMAS, Euston rd, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Aug13 Ord Oct 28 

Wass, WILLIAM HARRY, Sheffield, Metallurgist Sheffield 
Pet Aug 24 Ord Oct 28 

WATSON, JOSEPH, ROBERT, Swansea, Metal Broker 
sea Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

WRIGHT, SAMUEL, Beeston Hill, Leeds, Commission Agent 
Leeds Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 


Corn 


Merchant Brighton 
Grocer 


Greenwich 


Salisbury Pet Oct 


Clerk Poole 
Butcher Hanley Pet 
Brentford Pet Sept 2 


Dairyman 


28 Ord 
Pet 


Swan- 


Nov 10 | 
| 


Beeston Hill, Leeds, Commission Agent | 


Farmer Bradford Pet Oct | 


Pet Oct | 


High | 


Merchant 


Great Grimsby Great | 


West 


ena’ a substituted for that published in 
he London Gazette of Oct 29: 


MILES, RICHARD WILLIAM, Eccles, Lancs, Commercial 
Traveller Salford Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


Hyde Park Hotel, Knights 


NORTH, ‘DUDLEY JOHN, 
Adjud Mar 18 


bridge High Court Rec Ori Mar 6, 
Resc and Apnul Oct 27 





NOW READY. 


66th Year of ‘Pabiteation, 


THE 


SOLICITORS’ 
DIARY, 


ALMANAC, 
LEGAL DICEST, & DIRECTORY 


FOR 


1910. 


This old- established and feaportent 
Annual is now universally recognized 
as the most useful 


LEGAL AND COMPREHENSIVE DIARY 
‘ever published. 


Prices, 3s. Gd., 5s., 6s., & 8s, 6d. 


WATERLOW & SONS, 


LIMITED, 
LONDON WALL, LON DON. 

















mmercial 


VING 


Knights 
d Mar 18 














